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THE COLONIAL COLLEGE, 


HOLLESLEY BAY, SUFFOLK. 
SEASIDE, SPLENDID CLIMATE. 2,(00 ACRES. 


PRACTICAL TRAINING FOR LIFE IN THE 
COLONIES OR ELSEWHERE. ¢ 


Full information from the Director at the above address, or from Mr. 
Goprrry Jonnson, 8, Victoria-street, Westminster 


COMMERCIAL UNION 


ASSURANCE CO., LIMITED, 
NOW ISSUES FIDELITY GUARANTEE BONDS 
Which are universally accepted. 
MODERATE RATEZ3 TOGETHER WITH PROMPTITUDE. 
TOTAL ASSETS EXCEED : £5,000,000. 
HEAD OFFICE: 24/26, CORNHILL, E.°. 
FIRE, LIFE, MARINE, AND ACCIDENT. 

















THE OLDEST & WEALTHIEST EXISTING MOR1GAGE INSURANOE OFFICE. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
Fipetity GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
BonpDs, MORTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 





HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, EC. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
Xx In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtamed on won a to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. _ 
‘ Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 








LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 





ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS - - - - - £ 3,000,000 
INCOME - - - = = £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - - $1,000,000 


BUSINESS IN FORCE -_ - £11,700,000 





HE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar tc this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovr Prorits. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 





Age | Premium | Age | Premium| Age | Premium 
| 20 | £178%,] 30 | £116%,| 40 | #2 10%, 

















£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 





Duration | | 10 yrs. 





20 yrs. | 30 yrs. 40 yrs. 
£1,724 £2,067 





Amount of Policy | £1,199 | £1,438 





Next Bonus as at 3lst December, 1901. 
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CURRENT. TOPICS. 


WE rE GLAD to hear that the Attorney-General is much 
better, and expects to return to his chambers very shortly. 





Ir witt be seen from the Christmas Vacation notice, which 
we print elsewhere, that Mr. Justice Farwett and Mr. Justice 
Buckzzy will divide this short vacation between them, and that 
= J 0. Cozzns-Harpy’s chambers are to be the vacation 
chambers. 





To THE Best of our information and belief, no application for 
registration with an absolute title has been advertised in the 
Times during the last fortnight. This makes the magnificent 
total of five applications wi to land in the county of 
London within the last seven weeks since we commenced our 
observation of the advertisements in the Zimes, but not a single 
application for registration with an absolute title of land outside 
the compulsory district. 





On Tvuxspay last Mr. Justice Bucxiry, referring to the 
arrangements which are to come into operation at the Hilary 
Sittings, said that a certain number of actions which would 
otherwise have been tried by him would stand over from the 
present sittings, and if there was good reason why any of these 
cases should be heard by him rather than by Mr. Justice Byryx 
he would entertain any application made ihe this. week for 
their retention by him, and he would have a list of such cases 
pre . The hearing of any cases so retained might perhaps 


not be taken as early as if the case went into the list for hearing 
before Mr. Justice Bynnz, as the hearing might have to be 
postponed till after the non-witness work had been disposed of. 
A somewhat similar announcement was made by Mr. Justice 





OFFICES: 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


Cozzns-Harpy. 


7 


[Vol. 45.J 19 _ 













































~: oe 


















































































ACT RC SAIN TT SPEER Ae Rene eerie fora ete ee 1 ae ae 












110 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Dec. 15, 1900. 








WE concraTuLATE the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 
on their admirable and vigorous remonstrance on the subject of 
the substitution of paper for parchment for probates, which we 
print elsewhere. They are certainly getting into the right attitude 
towards the authorities, and we really shall expect to hear by-and- 
bye of their approaching an august Chancellor of the Exchequer 
or Lord Chancellor without any bending of the back or tremulous 
motion in the knees. The case against paper could hardly be 
better put than it is by the Council, and they even go so far as 
to say that “ the President [of the Probate, &c., Division] stated 
that the paper intended to be used would be found as durable as 
parchment, and, for all practical purposes, equally tough. An 
examination of the material by the Council does not satisfy them that 
this 1s so.” We should like (if it is not contempt of court to do 
so) to ask the learned President who made the assertion above 
quoted to carry a folded sheet of this miraculous paper in his 
pocket for two or three weeks, and then report as to its condition. 





Prosasty the matter which will most practically affect 
solicitors in the changes to be made in the transaction of 
business in the Chancery Division is tht mode of dealing with 
the business already assigned to the three masters who are to 
be transferred. Every solicitor concerned in such business will 
be anxious to know who is the Master in charge of his case, 
and to be assured that it will remain in the hands of the Master 
who has become familiar with it. According to the terms of 
the announcement which we published last week, this question 
was to be solved simply ol satisfactorily. ‘‘The Masters,” 
said the announcement, ‘‘ will take with them the business to 
which they have hitherto attended under Farwett, J.” This 
was naturally understood as meaning that they would take 
with them and retain such business. There was, however, a 
gruesome rumour current in the early part of this week that 
this was not the intention. The business, so it was said, was to 
be taken “ with ” the Master only in order that (as to the larger 
part of it) it might be taken “from” him. In order to 
obtain an apparent, but not a real, equal distribution of the 
work in each of the chambers in which a Master was trans- 
planted, it was reported that the work, not only of the 
transplanted Master but also of the other Masters, was at once 
to be split upinto the four divisions of the alphabet and distributed 
among all the Masters of the particular chambers. The result 
would have been that no solicitor would know to which 
Master his work belonged, and Masters would be set to 
work out cases of which they had no previous knowledge. 
Such a scheme should not have been attributed to the shrewd and 
sagacious judges of the Chancery Division. Asa matter of fact, 
we understand that the common sense mode of dealing with the 
matter—viz., that every Master will retain his old cases prior to 
the 10th of January next—is to be adopted by direction of the 
judges. For ourselves, we could have entertained no doubt as 
to this course being the only one which could have recommended 
itself to them. 





Bicamy is one of those crimes which, more than almost any 
other, is capable of being regarded, according to the circum- 
stances, either as an exceedingly trivial offence or as a crime 
of the utmost gravity. On the one hand, we have a case, such 
as was not long ago, where a woman had been grossly 
ill-treated by her husband and then deserted. In a new place, 
several years after her desertion, she went through the ceremony 
of marriage with a respectable man who knew all the facts ; this 
step ere taken merely to maintain a good name amongst 
the n ours. On the other hand, we have a case like 
Rug. v. Kinsella, tried this week at the Central Oriminal 
Court, in which it was proved that the prisoner had gone 
about the country marrying young women who had saved a few 

n Having got hold of the money and irretrievably 

ured one of his victims, he disappeared, and, sometimes 
within a week, treated another in the same way. Probably the 
most ardent advocate of short sentences will agree that this 
scoundrel deserves every day of the five years’ penal servitude to 
which he was condemned. If he had had the mazimumot seven 
years the judge would not have been far wrong, for it is 
difficult to imagine a worse case. Of course all the facts must 








be taken into consideration in these cases, but we must protest 
against a recent dictum of Darina, J., that it aggravates the 
offence if the form of marriage is gone through in a church, and 
that the fact that it took place in a registry office may be urged 
in mitigation. There is no possible legal justification for 
drawing this distinction, nor for taking such a matter into 
consideration in fixing the penalty. No doubt many persons 
hold this opinion, and it is well known that several of the 
judges hold it. It was, however, most unwise for a judge to 
publicly admit that he allowed his private views on marriage to 
affect his sentences. 





In tHE case of Re Kerly and Others (Solicitors) (reported 
elsewhere) Farwztu, J., was called upon to decide the question 
as to what period of time was sufficient to put an end toa 
solicitor’s written undertaking to. enter an appearance for his 
client in an action in due course. This involved an examination 
of the Rules of the Supreme Oourt bearing on the question, 
without any directassistance from the notes thereon in volume! of 
the Annual Practice. The question arose upon a motion, which 
was purely formal, seeking (under the provisions of ord. 
12, r. 18) the attachment of a firm of solicitors as to the 
propriety of whose conduct there was not the slightest imputa- 
tion. This firm had indorsed a writ, issued in February, 1899, 
with their undertaking to appear. After the failure of 
negotiations, and a delay of over twelve months, the solicitors 
were called upon to perform their undertaking, which they 
declined to do, on the ground that the expiration of the action 
by lapse of time had relieved them from the obligation. Their 
clients, adopting the same view, had directed them not to enter the 
appearance which they had previously authorized, but, after the 
service of the notice of this motion, had instructed them to do 
what the court thought fit to direct. Farwsztt, J., who said 
that he had to decide the effect of the rules and the contract 
between the client and the solicitors, held that the solicitors 
ought to perform their undertaking. There is nothing in 
ord. 8, r. 1, which says that a writ ceases to be efficacious for 
all purposes; on the contrary, the court has power, with a wide 
discretion, to order the renewal of the writ. Cooxsurn, O.J., in 
refusing so to renew a writ where the claim of the action 
had become statute-barred, said (in Doyle v. Kaufman 
(26 W. R. 98, 3 Q. B. D. 7, 340)) that “the power to 
enlarge the time given by ord. 64, r. 7, cannot apply to 
the renewal of the writ when by virtue of a statute the cause 
of action is gone.” Farwez.t, J., appears to have wisely 
avoided this stern measure of justice, which, on the facts 
of the present case, might have once again been called for. 
Observing that by the provisions of ord. 9, r. 1, a client is 
relieved from personal service, he expressed a decided opinion, 
to which we venture to think no one will demur, that the client 
had made a contract by which he was bound to stand, and 
could not withdraw his authority so as to render his agent 
liable to imprisonment. It is to be noticed that the undertaking 
in question was written and in specific terms; an acceptance of 
service, merely implying an undertaking to appear, is not an 
undertaking enforceable by attachment under ord. 12, r. 18: 
The Anna and Bertha (64 L, T. 382), 





Ir 1s not often that the courts quash or vary an order made 
by a Government department ; this has, however, been done in 
the case of Reg. v. Local Government Board, decided by the Court 
of Appeal last week. The case turned upon the construction of 
section 32 of the Poor Law Act, 1834, and arose out of an adjust- 
ment of property purporting to be mad¢@ thereunder on the 
removal of a parish from a poor law union. Where this is 
done the Local Government Board is required by the section to 
ascertain the proportionate value to the severed parish and the 
other parishes in the union of the workhouse, “and other 
property held or enjoyed by such union for the use of the poor 
and the benefit of the ratepayers therein,” and to “ fix’ the 
amount to be paid or received by the parish. In the present 
case the board had taken the parish of Willesden out of the 
Hendon Union, That union received, and will continue to 
receive, from the Middlesex Oounty Oouncil (under sections 24 
and 26 of the Local Government Act, 1888) certain annual sums 
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for certain poor law purposes, and the board, by their order, 
treated these sums as “ property” to be dealt with under the 
Act of 1834; and they directed that these sums should be 
apportioned annually, as and when received, between the parish of 

illesden and the parishes remaining in the Hendon Union, 
according to their respective rateable values, according to the 
valuation lists in force for the time being, and that the 
union should then pay to the parish the amount so apportioned 
to it. BicHam and Oxanwztt, JJ., on the question coming 
before them on a rule nist for a certioraré to quash the order, 
held that these annual sums were property, and that the order 
did in effect ascertain their value and fix the amount receivable 
by the parish (16 Times L. R. 338). In commenting on this 
decision (44 Soxicrrors’ Journat 389) we remarked that by the 
latter part of their decision the court gave effect to an arrange- 
ment which, although sensible and just, was hardly within the 
strict letter of the statute. The Court of Appeal have adopted 
the strict view, holding that the capital value of these annual 
sums ought to have been ascertained and divided between the 
union and the parish, according to their existing rateable values, 
and that in so far as the order provided for the ascertainment of 
the proportionate values by reference to the rateable values in 
future years, it was ultra vires, They therefore varied the order 
to this extent, while agreeing with the court below that the 
annual sums were “property” within the meaning of the Act 
of 1834. 





AnoTHER workmen’s compensation case has come before the 
House of Lords. In Hoddinott v. Newton, Chambers, & Co. 
(reported elsewhere) the House has, by a majority of four to 
two, reversed the decision of the Court of Appeal and restored 
that of the county court judge, and several other decisions of 
the Court of Appeal are materially affected. The question was 
whether the Act applied to an accident occurring under the 
following circumstances. A building, over thirty feet in height, 
had been erected as stables for omnibus horses by contractors 
other than the respondents. Shortly after its erection the 
owners desired to strengthen it, and for this purpose employed 
the respondents to put in some heavy iron stays inside the 
building. The workman was engaged in lifting one of these 
stays, and was standing on a plank supported by trestles eight 
feet high when he fell and was uhel to death by the stay. 
On these facts the Court of Appeal held (1899, 1 Q. B. 1018) 
that the building was not being ‘constructed or repaired by 
means of a scaffolding” within the meaning of section 7 of the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, and that the Act did not 
apply to the accident. On the question of whether the com- 
bination of planks and trestles was a scaffolding, Cottins, L.J., 
appears to have thought that it was not; A. L. Smirs, L.J., 
thought that this was a matter of fact for the county court 
judge, while Romer, L.J., expressed no opinion; but all were 
agreed that the building was not being constructed or repaired. 
On the former question Corns, L.J., took (both in this case 
and in Maude v. Brook (1900, 1 Q. B. 575) ) the view that to bring 
a case within the Act a scaffolding must have some relation 
to the height of the building. The present Master of the Rolls 
has in several cases declined to interfere with the finding of the 
county court judge on this point: see, in addition to the present 
case, Wood v. Walsh (1899, 1 Q. B. 1009), Ferguson v. Green (ante, 
p. 58). The House of Lords were unanimous in holding that 
the structure in the present case was a scaffolding, and they laid 
it down that the question whether a temporary arrangement of 
this kind is or is not a scaffolding is a mixed question of fact 
and law, and that ‘“‘ when the facts are ascertained, it is a 
question on which the Court of Appeal are entitled and bound 
to express an opinion.” After this decision the Court of Appeal 
can hardly decline to go into this question in future cases. On 
the question of construction or repair the view of Lord 
Maonacuren and of the majority of the House (Lords Morris, 
Davey, and Brawpron, Lords SHanp and Linpizy dissenting) 
was that a building is in course of construction when it is 
being reconstructed so as to make it the firm and substantial 
structure which it was intended to be. This is the fourth 
appeal under the Act to the House of Lords, and the third 
case in which the decision of the Oourt of Appeal has been 





Szcrion 8 of the Licensing Act, 1872, enacts that “ev 
person shall sell all intoxicating liquor which is sold by retail 
and not in cask or bcttle, and is not sold in a quantity less than 
half-a-pint, in measures marked according to the imperial 
standards.” And anyone who acts in contravention of this is 
liable to a penalty. This was probably intended to protect the 
buyer of the liquor from being cheated by short measure, but 
it has lately been used to ent the publican from selling his 
customer more than he has asked for. Certain publicans at 
Dudley were summoned under the section, and it was proved 
against them that when a customer asked for half-a-pint 
of beer he was served with beer in a pint measure, 
and apparently received considerably more than a 
This certainly was not cheating the buyer, but it was an induce- 
ment to drink, and an inducement to the drinker to frequent 
the houses of those publicans who followed this custom, rather 
than of those who merely gave them half-a-pint when they 
asked for that amount. Such inducements are very properly 
considered mischievous by the majority of magistrates, and wi 
be stopped if possible. Usually, however, such matters can onl 
be dealt with in licensing sessions, as they involve no offence. 

as in the recent case, the matter can possibly be regarded as an 
offence, proceedings are very likely to follow. The question is 
whether the Dudley justices were right in convicting under the 
circumstances stated. Apparently, the question has never been 
considered by the High Oourt, and it cannot be said to be quite 
free from doubt. The justices, however, were probably right. 
It will be observed that the Act does not say expressly that the 


liquor must be in a measnre marked with the ular 
quantity asked for. It only provides that it must be sold 
in measures mark ing to the imperial standards. 


This would apparently be literally complied with if half-s- 
pint were served in a gallon jar, provided that jar wore 
properly marked. ‘This, however, seems absurd, and would 
make the statute futile. ing to the High Court 
in Addy v. Blake (35 W. R. 718, 19 Q. B. D. 478) the 
intention is that the liquor shall be measured in the presence of 
the customer, so that he can tell what quantity is being served 
tohim. This object cannot be obtained by serving him with 
half-a-pint in any we measure. Hence it must be presumed 
that the publican is obliged to sell liquor, if half-a-pint or more 
is asked for, in a measure marked with the quantity which is 
asked for. And he equally commits an offence whether in 
fact he cheats his customer er gives him more than he asks 
for, whenever he sells in any other measure. There is, of 
course, nothing to prevent the publican from giving a customer 
a present of beer, but he must measure what is ee and then 
give his present if he means to be generous. Such generosity, 
however, will no doubt bring trouble on his head when he next 
applies for a renewal of his licence. Children are often sent for 
their parents’ dinner beer and often have the opportunity of 
favouring one house rather than another. Hence a publican 
often gives sweets or to the children to induce them to 
give him their custom. If discovered, the police gen 
bring such a matter to the attention of the licensing justices, 
their discretionary powers are quite sufficient to enable them to 
suppress such practices. 





Tax Corontat Stock Act, 1900, contains provisions both novel 
and important as to the mode of publishing Treasury i 
under the Act in connection with the newly-sanctioned invest- 
ment of trust funds in Colonial Stock. The second sestion of 
the Act restricts the operation of the wg ey, Bye to 
Colonial Stock ‘‘ with respect to which there have observed 
such conditions (if any) as the Treasury may by order notified 
in the London Gasette prescribe,” and also directs that the 
Treasury shall keep a list of any Colonial Stocks in respect of 
which the provisions of the Act are for the time being complied 
with, and chall publish the list in the Zondon and Jain 
Gazettes and in such other manner as may give the public full 
information on the subject, Two se insertions in the 
Gazette (1) of the conditions and (2) of the list may be given in 
compliance with the statutory direction, but it does not 
to either necessary or desirable that they — 
be given in two separate Gaseties. It is impossible to 
take up that official publication without deploring its lack of 
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facility of reference. Unstitched, unindexed, and uncut, and 
citing statutes by their regnal years and chapters instead of by 
their short titles, the Gazette (by which the Government is 
believed to make a profit of some £30,000 a year) is far from a 
satisfactory periodical for reference, and to print two entries where 
one would suffice would unnecessarily increase the labour of 
srustees’ advisers, so it may be hoped that the same Gazette will 
contain both the conditions and the list, As for the direction to 
publish the list “in such other manner as may give the public 
full information”—which direction does not apply to the 
conditions—this may perhaps be best complied with by forward- 
ing the lists to the principal London newspapers, or by 
advertisements therein. The Inland Revenue Commissioners, 
who are bound to make, and have made, certain regulations 
under the Money-Lenders Act by section 2 of that 
Act, but are not bound to publish them in the Gazette 
or in apy specific manner (if at all), have taken the 
precaution of sending them round to the post offices 
to be stuck up there. Whether people interested would read 
either these regulations or Treasury orders under the Colonial 
Stock Act at the post offices may be a matter of doubt, but the 
experiment was well worth trying. The Rules Publication 
Act, 1893, it may be observed, directs that all ‘‘ statutory rules ” 
are to be sent to the Queen’s Printer of Acts of Parliament and 
printed and sold by him; that “ where any statutory rules are 
required by any Act to be published in the London Gazette, a 
notice in the Gazette of the rules having been made, and of the 
place where copies of them can be purchased shall be sufficient 
compliance with the said enactment’’; and that the expression 
‘*statutory rules”’ means either rules relating to any court or 
made by the Treasury or other Government department. The 
Colonial Stock Act appears to require a wider mode of publica- 
tion than this, but to require it in terms too vague to be of much 
use. 





In toe case of Re MeCullum (ante, page 98), before the 
Court of Appeal last week, it was sought to set up a case of 
concealed fraud within section 26 of the Real Property Limita- 
tion Act, 1833, under very singular circumstances. The late 
General McCuiivm, who was, in 184, residiog with his wife 
and daughter in a house at Cheltenham, belonging to him, in 
September of that year, by a voluntary deed, conveyed thé house 
to his wife in fee. Later in the same month, the wife, also by a 
voluntary deed, conveyed the house to the daughter. She 
concealed the fact of this second conveyance from her daughter, 
and in 1886 she sent the two conveyances in a sealed envelope to 
a London solicitor (not the solicitor who had prepared the 
deeds), with instructions that, unless she required it, it was to 
be retained, unopened, tili her death and then tiil General 
McCullum’s death, after which it was to be given to the 
daughter, provided a certain event had not happened. This 
event did not happen. The wife died in 1888, and after 
her death the general continued in occupation or in receipt 
of the rent of the house till his death in August, 1899. 
Apparently he knew nothing of the conveyance to the 
daughter, and he seems to have forgotten his own con- 
veyance to his wife. By his will he devised all the residue 
of his property to a niece. The house was not specifically 
mentioned in the will, but the niece, finding the earlier title 
deeds, assumed that it belonged to the General, and claimed it 
under the residuary devise. The daughter, when she discovered 
the conveyance to herself, also claimed it, and commenced an 
action in October, 1699. The statutory twelve years since her 
title acerued had then expired, but she alleged that she had 
been deprived of the house by « concealed fraud, and that, 
under section 26 of the Act of 1633, the statute did not commence 
torun until the time when the fraud might with reasonable 
diligence have been discovered. At the earliest this would be 
upon the death of the mother in 1488. Whether the conduct 

the mother can be ly described as a concealed fraud 
is by no means clear. Fraud implies moral blame, and as 
Vavonax Wussaus, LJ., pointed out, the mother may well 
have supposed that the conveyance to her daughter was of no 
effect until communicated to her, or until it was delivered to 
someones to hold for her. But, assuming there was concealed 
fraud, there still remained the point that it was not 





the fraud of General McOvitvm, upon whose possession 
of the property for over twelve years his residuary 
devisee founded her claim. Does section 26 require that 
a fraud which will prevent the operation of the statute shall be 
the fraud of the person in possession, or is the fraud of a third 
party equally effectual? The section speaks only of a case of 
‘concealed fraud,” by which the person entitled has beea 
deprived of the land, and it does not seem to give any hint that 
the fraud must be the fraud of the person wrongfully in 
possession. Asa rule, of course, the question only arises when 
the person entering has got possession by fraud, and it is natural 
that judges, in describing the effect of the section, should thus 
have restricted it. Concealed fraud, said Kinpers.ey, V.C., in 
Petre v. Petre (1 Drew. p. 397), ‘means a case of designed 
fraud, by which a party knowing to whom the right belongs, 
conceals the circumstances giving that right, and by means of 
such concealment enables himself to enter and hold.” But this 
explanation was not made in view of a state of facts such as 
that in the present case, and it can hardly be taken as conclusive 
that the fraud of a third party is not within the scope of the 
section. The majority of the Court of Appeal (Lord Atversrong, 
L.O.J., and Vavenan Wits, LJ., Ricsy, LJ., diss), 
however, reversing Kexewicn, J., have held that the passage 
places a correct limit upon the operation of section 26, and 
the title of the daughter accordingly was barred. 





Tue case of Re Worsley, Ex parte Lambert (reported elsewhere) 
is another important decision as to the status of a married 
woman under the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, and 
in particular as to her liability under the bankruptcy laws. 
The point was, shortly, whether a married woman who had 
ceased to carry on business could be made a bankrupt in respect 
of business debts undischarged at the date of the presentation 
of the petition—or, in other words, whether she could prevent 
bankruptcy proceedings by simply putting up the shutters, 
The Act (section 1, sub-section 5) says that a married woman 
carrying on a trade apart from her husband shail be subject 
to the bankruptcy laws, and the point here raised was 
admittedly covered by the decision in Re Dagnall (1896, 
2 Q. B. 407); but it was contended, on behalf of the debtor, 
that Re Dagnall was wrong, and ought to be overruled, and 
that the sub-section only applied where the woman was 
actually conducting the business at the time of the presenta- 
tion of the petition. This view was rejected by the 
Court of Appeal, who thought that the Legislature would have 
framed the enactment in that form if that had been the inten- 
tion. The case of Re Dagnall was therefore followed, and the 
point may now be considered as settled. This, if we may so, 
is @ common sense view to take, for it is obvious that to put any 
other construction on the Act would be to open the door to 
fraud, and enable a married woman, by simply closing her shop, 
to defeat her creditors. 








THE OLD ORDER CHANGES. 


Tux new century is to introduce yet another change in the form 
of business in the Chancery Division. Will it be only a change 
of form? or is there any substance behind the form? It is 
needless to say that we refer to the new plan for coupling the 
judges in pairs with a view to continuous and concurrent 
progress in witness actions and other work. 

itherto, notwithstanding the fusion af courts, there has 
lingered about the Chancery judge a halo of superstition ; he 
still trails certain clouds of glory from his former existence 
when he represented in a special manner the august authority 
of the Chancellor as the great equity judge. In that golden 
age he claimed to regulate of his own free will the business 
of his court, the practice of his chambers, the nomination 
of his subordinate Ohief Olerks, and even the patronizing 
selection of the leading counsel to practise before him. 
He was an imperium in imperio, & law unto himeelf, Much of 
that has been already changed, in theory, at any rate, He no 
longer nominates his Ohief Olerks, who have also lost their 


dis ve title, First one journeyman judge, and then 
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two, have been appointed to interfere with the management or 
supposed mismanagement of the business of his court, and the 
Company Judge also takes his toll of it. Rules of court have 
defined the limits of deviation of his idiosyncrasies in the 

ractice of his chambers. Specialists and common law Queen’s 
Counsel poach on the preserves of his tame pets within the Bar. 

But within the limits allowed by law there is still a certain 
latitude for him to fling up his heels, and occasionally he will 
even jump the fences. The nominal head of the division, the 
Chancellor, is far away, and cannot exercise the supervision 
which a strong Chief Justice can in the Queen’s Bench 
Division. And if the major part of the Ohancery 
judges should prefer golf on a Monday afternoon to a longer 
list of chamber summonses, the fact will not disturb the peaceful 
atmosphere of the House of Lords. Is there not also ample prece- 
dent in the ways of the Court of Appeal? Again, though the Chief 
Clerks are now called Masters, there is not, and never can be, a 
really satisfactory appeal from the master to the judge so long 
as the personal relations between the masters and one judge 
are so close, and it remains the duty of the master to coach the. 
judge in his own view of the case behind the backs of the 
fitigants, and to receive extra-legal instructions from the judge 
as to his manner of dealing with special classes of cases, with 
little or no reference to the facts of any individual case. And 
with regard to the Inner Bar, competition may be minimized by 
exceptional deference to the leaders habitually practising in the 
court, which encourages solicitors to keep up the old tradition, 
and maintains a Bar which is one of the most singular specimens 
of the variation of species under domestication which a 
naturalist could wish to find. A Bar, that is, which is highly 
specialized, not in the general conduct of litigation, but in the 
mental idiosyncrasies of a particular judge; a Bar whose leader, 
with reference to the judge, may be invariably connoted by 
the formula, Azir Tictera Mrrnanst, Q.C. 

Now it seems to be tolerably clear that if the proposed reform 
be carried out in spirit and in truth it ought to make a con- 
siderable improvement in most of these survivals of the old 
régime. In the first place, there will be three judges instead of 
two, whose duty it will be to sit from Monday morning till 
Saturday afternoon trying witness actions. The other three 
will then have to do the remaining work of four in non-witness 
actions, adjourned summonses, petitions, interlocutory work, 
and chamber summonses; and Monday afternoon amusements 
may often have to be sacrificed if the work is done. Again, the 
alternation of business, by which the work of the two judges is 
to be interchanged three times a year, will generally bring 
the interlocutory work in an action before a different judge from 
the one who will preside with a more open mind at the trial. 

Then it must be admitted that it may be a great improve- 
ment in the business of chambers that the masters should have 
to deal with two judges alternately instead of with one con- 
stantly. It ought to conduce to uniformity, because one 
autocrat is more likely to differ from any other autocrat than 
one combination of two from any other combination of two. 
And it should certainly diminish the strength of the personal 
tie and make appeals from master to judge somewhat more 
satisfactory. Quite satisfactory they never can be under still 
existing circumstances; but the judges themselves might do 
much, if they would, in that direction by hearing appeals in 
the absence of the master and without communication with 
him. The administrative work will not be affected one -— or 
the other so long as actions remain assigned alphabetically to 
one master, 

The effect upon the Bar is more doubtful, because it appears 
from the statement of Mr. Justice Kexewron in announcing the 
change that a great effort is to be made by both judges and 
the Inner Bar to maintain the prerogatives of Mr. Azrr Tratera 
Mirnanst, Q.0. The natural and logical result of the reform 
Would appear to be that the Queen’s Counsel —— before 
tither of. the linked judges should practise indifferently in either 
court of the twin tribunal, And probably it was one of the 
objects of the Chancellor to improve the species by a little less 

estication, Another course might have been a natural 
entiation of the joint Bar into a witness Bar and a non- 


as tame rabbits, with the approval of their owners, prefer their 
hutch and regular meals to the hedges and woods, so the 
Chancery leaders, with the support of the judges, appear to 
prefer their present habits. 

We have no a priori opinion one way or the other, provided 
that this strong inherent bias be not a font to cripple the fair 
and thorough trial of the new experiment. There is some fear 
lest the instinct of self-preservation may be organized in a spirit 
of covert hostility to the system, which would bea misfortune even 
for the Bar. For if it be found incompatible with the interests 
of clients to work the new methods subject to this rule of the 
Bar, the result may be that natural competition will break down 
the whole system of a separate Inner Bar for the Chancery 
Division. It is said that the present method facilitates business. 
That may be so, but the system is in some important respects to 
be changed, and the parts must be adapted to the whole. More- 
over, it must not be forgotten that the primary object of the 
courts is not to facilitate business, but to administer justice. 








THE PRACTICAL WORKING OF THE COMPANIES 
ACT, 1900. 
VII. 


II.—New Companies Gorne To THE Pvsxic (continued). 


(8) Zhe Prospectus.—Of the various changes made by the 
Companies Act, 1900, probably most interest has been aroused 
by the new regulations contained in sections 9, 10, and 11, with 
respect to the issue and contents of prospectuses. The object of 
the regulations is to fix directors named in the prospectus with 
liability for statements made therein, and to ensure that the 
prospectus shall not only set out the facts which will allure 
money from the pockets of the public, but shall also include the 
various matters—promoters’ profits, preliminary expenses, and 
so forth—which will put the public on their guard. 

(i.) Jssue and Filing—By the definition clause (section 30) 
prospectus means ‘‘any prospectus, notice, circular, advertise- 
ment, or other invitation, offering to the public for subscription or 
purchase any shares or debentures of a company,”’ and the 
word “debenture” is defined to include debenture stock. 
Subject, therefore, to the qualifications referred to below in 
respect of the contents of prospectuses in certain special cases, 
the requirements as to prospectuses extend generaliy to all 
public invitations to subscribe for shares or debenture stock. 
Taking the term “prospectus” in this sense, it has to be 
noticed that in future every prospectus must be dated, and a 
copy must be signed by e person named therein as a 
director or proposed director of the company, either personally, 
or by his agent authorized in writing. This copy will be filed 
with the registrar, and no | aye can be issued until it has 
been so dated, signed, and filed for registration. The file of 
prospectuses, as well as the date and the signatures, should be 
of great service in fixing upon directors responsibility for the 
statements which they contain. 

(ii.) Contents of the Prospectus.—To a large extent we have 
specified the matters to be mentioned in the prospectus in dealing 
with the proceedings incident to the flotation of the company. 
They are enumerated in the thirteen paragraphs of section 10 
1), but the paragraphs are not neatly —to some extent 
ifferent paragraphs overlap each other—and in drafting a 
prospectus it will not be advisable to follow the order of the 
section. All the information specified must be given, but the 
manner in which it is given will depend upon the mode in which 
the draftsman wishes to tell the public the circumstances attend- 
ing the formation of the company. 

The contents of the memorandum of association must be stated, 
and this can be done, as hitherto, by printing the memorandum 
in the fold of the prospectus. But it will be necessary to add 
the names, descriptions, and addresses of the signaforws, and the 
number of shares taken by each, and it is very probable that this 
requirement will have important results, Companies which 
wish to look well will take the opportunity of shewing ‘hat the 
seven persons who form the original membership, are of good 
position and are substantially interested. At the head of the 





ees Bar, which would in a different way have produced a 
ar effect, having regard to the alternation of judges. But 





prospectus will be, as now, the list of directors, and the auditors 
and other persons employed by the company whore names are 
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likely to carry weight. The names, descriptions, and addresses 
of the directors or proposed directors must be given, and the 
names and addresses of the auditors (if any). 

Early in the prospectus will be stated the minimum sub- 
soription on which the directors will proceed to allotment, and, in 
accordance with the existing practice, the amounts payable on 
application and allotment. Then will come statements which, if 
the Act proves effective, should do much for the protection of 
the investing public. Where, as is almost invariably the case, 
property is to be purchased by the company, then it must be 
ascertained «what contracts there are, whether absolute or conditional, 
under which the purchase-money is not fully paid at the date of 
the prospectus. Section 10 (1) (f) and (2) add other require- 
ments—contracts under which payment of purchase-money must 
await the result of the issue, or contracts which depend on 
such results for their validity or fulfilment—but practically they 
are identical with the first, Wherever property is to 
be acquired by the company you must go back through 
the various sales and sub-sales, and as long as they are 
still uncompleted by payment you must shew in the prospectus 
the name and address of every vendor and the amount payable 
to him in cash, shares, or debentures. This is the effect of 
section 10 (1) (f). The succeeding paragraph repeats the require- 
ment that the amount of purchase-money must be stated, but it 
adds the further requirement that the amount payable for good- 
will must be specified separately. Intimately connected with the 
same subject is the requirement of paragraph (¢) that the pros- 

must shew the number and amount of shares and debentures 
sssued or agreed to be issued as fully or partly paid up, and also the 
consideration for which they are iesued. Usually this information 
will be supplied in the statement of the mode of satisfaction of 
purchase-money. 

Next to the details of the purchase, the prospectus will give 
the various particulars required as to the expenses of promotion. 
These are called for under three heads—underwriting commissions, 
the amount, or estimated amount, of preliminary expenses, and the 
payments to promoters with the consideration for such payments. 
These figures should act as a useful check on the sums spent 
upon flotation, and if the Act is effective to enforce a reliable 
statement, investors should know whether their money will, in 
the main, go to the actual purposes of the company, or whether 
it will be squandered on expenses incurred in the course of the 
promotion. 

The prospectus must also contain information about founders’ 
shares; that is, it must give the number of founders’ or 

agement shares (if any), and the nature and extent of 
the interest of the holders in the property and profits of the 
company. And it must state numerous details as to the 
rs. Thus it must give the number of their qualification 
shares (if any), and any provision in the articles of association as 
to their remuneration. And it must give full particulars 
of the nature and extent of the interest (if any) of every director in 
the promotion of the company or in the property proposed to be 
acquired ; with a statement of all sums coming to him from any 
quarter in cash or shares, either to qualify him as a director, or 
to reward him for services in the promotion. 

Assuming all the above details to be honestly given, a reader 
of the prospectus will have a fair idea of how much of the 
money subscribed will fall to the lot of the persons interested in 
the formation of the company and how much will be left for the 
outside shareholders. There only remains to notice the require- 
ment of section 10 (1) (%), that the prospectus must state the 
dates of and — to every material contract, and a reasonable 
time and p at which the contract or a copy of it 
can be » with an exception in favour of contracts 
made in the ordinary course of business, or made more 
than three years before the publication of the prospectus. 
This provision replaces section 38 of the Act of 1867, and 
differs from it by the introduction of the word “material.” 
The alteration, however, only introduces a qualification which it 
was found necessary to impose on section 38 in order to make 
the clause workable. ‘Every contract,” it was said by 
THEsiczr, L.J., in Sullivan v. Metoalfe (5 OC. P. D., p. 461), 
“ which is material to be made known to persons invited to take 
shares in order to enable them to form a judgment as to the 
policy of so doing, is a contract within the meaning of section 





38 of the Companies Act, 1867.” All contracts of this nature 
will now have to be disclosed under section 10 of the Act of 
1900, and it is important to notice that by section 11 no contract 
referred to in the prospectus can be varied before the statutory 
meeting, except subject to the approval of that —- 

(iii.) Exemptions in Special Cases.—We have already noticed 
the definition given to the term “ prospectus,” and in general 
any notice inviting subscriptions for shares or debentures 
must contain the particulars just enumerated. Sub-sections 
4 and 6, however, allow of exemptions in certain special 
cases. Section 10 does not apply at all to circulars or notices 
inviting further subscriptions from existing shareholders or 
debentures; and in the case of prospectuses published more 
than a year after the date when the company is entitled to 
commence business the requirements as to the memorandum of 
association, as to the qualification, remuneration, and interest 
of directors, the names, &c., of directors, and the amount of 
preliminary expenses, need not be complied with. In such 
cases, moreover, the obligation to disclose all material con- 
tracts is limited to a period of two years preceding the pro- 
spectus. And where a prospectus is published as a newspaper 
advertisement the memorandum of association and the list of 
signatories need not be published. 

(iv.) Prohibition of Waiver Clause.—The extreme generality of 
section 38 of the Act of 1867, and the serious liability which it 
imposed on promoters and directors made it essential to try to 
cure any omission to comply with it by the introduction of a 
waiver clause. ‘The difficulties of complying with the section,” 
said Linpizy, M.R., in Greenwood v. Leathershod Wheel Co. 
(44 Soxicrrors’ Journat 156; 1900, 1 Ch. 421), ‘‘ have given 
rise to honest attempts to protect honest men by waiver clauses 
from the consequences of honest, unintentional breaches of the 
law.” And when used for such purposes they were apparently 
effectual, though, as decided in the case just referred to, not 
where they were used to cover the concealment of a contract 
which it was known ought to be disclosed. With regard to the 
requirements of section 10, however, no waiver will be effectual, 
sub-section 7 enacting that any condition binding an applicant 
te waive compliance with the section, or purporting to affect 
him with notice of any contract, document, or matter not specifi- 
cally referred to in the prospectus shall be void. 

(v.) Effect of Non-compliance.—It is noteworthy that section 10 
does not expressly give any remedy against directors or pro- 
moters for omission to comply with its requirements, though it 
does grant exemption in certain cases from the consequences of 
non-compliance. Moreover, it is expressly enacted by sub- 
section 8 that nothing in the section shall limit or diminish 
any liability which any person may incur under the general 
law apart from the section. A director or promoter, there- 
fore, who makes a fraudulent misstatement in the prospectus 
will still be liable to an action of deceit, and there is 
no interference with the remedies given by the Directors’ 
Liability Act, 1890. Seeing, however, that the present 
Act imposes on directors and other persons responsible for the 
issue of a prospectus a statutory duty to disclose certain 
particulars, it seems that an action will lie at the suit of a share- 
holder or debenture-holder to recover damages for any loss he 
has sustained through failure to comply with this duty, and it 
is against this liability that sub-section 7 is intended in certain 
cases to grant relief. Thus a director or other person 
responsible for the prospectus is not to incur liability if he 
proves as regards any matter not disclosed, either that he 
was not cognizant of it, or that the non-compliance arose 
from an honest mistake of fact on his part. But as 
regards non-compliance with the requirements of paragraph 
(m)—the nature and extent of the interest of directors, and sums 
paid to them—the burden of proof is shifted; and to make 
any director liable for non-compliance, it must be proved 
against him that he had knowledge of the matters not disclosed. 
These exemptions will be of use in saving directors from the 
consequences of honest ignorance of facts on their part; but of 
course it does not lessen the necessity of examining carefully all 
the circumstances of the promotion, and of making sure that the 
whole of the details required by section 10 are, as far as any 
director or promoter can ascertain them, specified in the 
prospectus, 
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REVIEWS. 
THE POLICE ACTS. 


TnE CouNTY AND Borovues Potice Acts, 1831-1900:. wirn InTRO- 
DUCTION, NOTES, AND INDEX. By EvEtyn G. M. OarMIcHAk1, 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


Although this book appeals to a limited circle, it will be of use as 
being the only collection in one volume of the Acts relating to the 
police in the provinces; the Acts relating to the Metropolitan Police 
might have been included with advantage. The notes on the Acts 
are concise and to the point; the case Jaw on the subject is not 
voluminous, but the reported decisions (including some of very recent 
date) are carefully noted in their places. The index is adequate. 





WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION. 


THe CasE LAW OF THE WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION AcT, 1897. 
INTENDED TO SUPPLEMENT Part III. oF ACCIDENTS TO WORKMEN. 
By R. M. Mrnron-Sennovussz, Barrister-at-Law. SECOND 
EpIvTIon. Effingham Wilson; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 


The author has pursued his subject with great industry; not 
content with the authorship of the work referred to in the title to 
this book, and the editorship of the reports of Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion cases, he has in the present work summarized with care and 
accuracy the recent decisions upon the Act of 1897. It will no doubt 
be of use to those practitioners who have not found time to note up 
the new cases in their text-books, 





COUNTY COURTS, 


SmitnH’s County Court Diary, 1901: CONTAINING ABSTRACT OF 
Acts AUTHORIZING PROCEEDINGS IN THE CounTy CouURTS, COM- 
PILED TO AUGUST, 1900; THE TABLES OF FEES TO BE TAKEN IN 
County CouURTS; THE REMUNERATION OF OFFICERS, &¢.. &C. 
SPECIALLY ADAPTED FOR THE USE OF OFFICERS AND PRAc- 
TITIONERS OF THE CoURTS. FIFTY-FOURTH YEAR OF PUBLICA- 
TION. Jobn Smith & Co.; Hazell, Watson, & Viney (Limited). 


This meritorious compilation bas now attained its fifty-fourth year 
of publication, and a be regarded as being more or less 
superior to criticism. ithout pretending to compete in any way 
with the ordinary county court practices, it supplies a vast amount 
of practical information, drawn from a variety of sources, most 
useful to county court officers and practitioners and not. without 
interest to the general public. The present edition has been carefully 
edited, and its contents now comprise all those enactments, passed 
during the Sessions 63 and 63 & 64 Vict., whereby proceedings in the 
county courts are authorized. The alphabetical lists of county court 
forms, at the end of the volume, continues to be one of the distinct 
features of this work, which well deserves its continued popularity. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Annual County Courts Practice, 1901. Founded on Pollock 
& Nicol’s and Heywood's Practices of the County Courts. In Two 
Volumes. Edited by Witi1am Cxcr Smyty, Q.C., L.L.B. (Cantab), 
Judge of County Courts; assisted by WILLIAM JAMES BROOKS, 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

The Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, and the Workmen’s 
Compensation Acts, 1897 and 1900. With the Statutes relating to, 
and Cases decided on, these Acts, the Rules of Procedure thereunder, 
and Forms. By ALFRED Henry Rvuesae, QC. Fifth Edition. 
Butterworth & Co. 


A Handy Book on the Formation, Management, and Winding up 
of Joint Stock Companies. By F. GorE-BrowneE, M.A., Barrister- 
at-Law, and WILLIAM JoRDAN, Company Registration and Parlia- 
mentary Agent. Twenty-third Edition. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 

The Companies Act, 1900, with Commentaries. By Pavut 
FREDERICK Srmonson, M.A. (Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law. Effingham 
Wilson ; Sweet & Maxwell. 


The New Companies Act, 1900. The Important Changes Clearly 
Stated for the Use of Business Men, Shewing the Effect for Promo- 
ters, Directors, Secretaries, Solicitors, Auditors, Shareholders, &c., 
separately. By JAMES W. REID, Solicitor. Gee & Co. 1s, net. 


Se — 


CORRESPONDENCE, 


*,* Mr. Snow desires us to state that his letter which appeared last 
week, although formally addressed to the Editor of the SoLicrrors’ 
JOURNAL and not marked “ private,” was in fact not intended for 
publication. The words in the letter, ‘‘Land Reform,” should read 
** Law Reform.” 











CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 
HODDINOTT (Pauper) 1, NEWTON, CHAMBERS, & CO, (LIM.). 
10th Dec. 


Master anp Servant — Emproyers’ Lianmiry — Accipentat Injury — 
Burtpine Exceepinc Tarraty Fser— Buripine setne OonsTRucTED oR 
Rerarrep py Means or a ScarroLpING—WorkMEN’s CoMPENsATION Act, 
1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), s. 7, suB-sgcrions 1, 2. 


Appeal from an order of the Court of A (A. L. Smith, Collins, and 
Romer, L.JJ.) (47 W. R. 499, 1899, 1 Q. B. 1118), reversing the decision 
of the county court on an application under the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1897. The respondents were engaged to put in some heavy iron stays 
between the girders and pillars of a building, over 30 feet high to the 
top of the roof, which vibrated, and was considered to require stiffening. 
The appellant’s husband was employed by the respondents in the oak, 
and in the course of his employment fell off some temporary staging and 
was killed. The county court judge dismissed the action which was 
brought by his widow against the respondents claiming damages for 
negligence, and then proceeded to assess ee ee under the provisions 
of the Act of 1897. The Court of Appeal set aside his order, being of 
opinion that the Act did not apply to the employment in which the 
deceased was engaged. Section 7 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, so 
far as material to the present question, is as follows: ‘‘7.—(1) This Act 
shall apply only . . to employment by the undertakers as herein- 
after defined on, in, or about any building which exceeds thirty feet in 
height, and is either being constructed or repaired by means of a scaffold- 
ing pean A pena ; 2) In this wiartaing the mm”... oe 
case of a building means the persons un e construction, repair, 
or demolition. * Workman’ includes every person who is engaged in an 
employment to which this Act applies.” 

Tx House by a majority allowed the appeal. 

Lord MacnacurTen, after stating the ts of the case, in the course 
of his judgment said: The question is this, Was the work—the thing 
that was actually being done—a work of construction or a work of 
repair, or something that was neither? The Act speaks of a 
building ‘‘ being coustructed”’ not of a building “‘ being erected ’’ and 
it couples construction with repair. Repair is for the most part 
occasional and partial I do not think construction can be 
limited to original construction. It seems to me that whenever new 
material is put into a building so that it becomes an integral part of the 
structure, the building is being constructed within the meaning of the 
Act. [And after referring to Maude v. Brook (48 W. R. 290; 1900, 1 Q. B. 
575), his lordship continued:] All that the Act requires is that there 
should be a_ building i thi feet in height which is 
being constructed or repaired by means of a scaffolding. It says 
nothing about the height or position or extent of the poy Tt 
is not, I think, for the court to lay down conditions which ia- 
ment has not thought fit to impose. I ought, perbaps, to add that I 
agree with my noble and learned friend Lord. Brampton, and with Lord 
Justice Collins, in thinking that the question whether a temporary staging 
is a scaffolding within the m of the Act is not a mere question of 
fact on which the finding of the oe judge'is final. It is a mixed 
question of fact and law. When the facts are ascertained, it is a question 
of law on which the Court of Appeal is entitled—and, I think, bound—to 
express an opinion. I think that, in the present case, the learned judges 
of the Court of Appeal have taken too narrow a view, and that the appeal 
ought to be allowed, and with such costs as are allowed in this House in 
pauper cases. 

Lord Morris concurred. 

Lords Suanp and Linviey agreed with the court below. 

Lords Davgy and Brampton concurring with Lord Macnaghten, the 
appeal was accordingly allowed.—Covunszt, Ruegg, Q.C., Moyes, and Holland 
Biggs ; Bray, Q.0., and Spencer Bower. Soxrcrrors, C. F. Appleton ; Ingle, 
Holmes, § Sons. 

(Reported by C. H. Grarrox, Barrister-at-Law.} 





Court of Appeal. 
EWART v. FRYER. No. 2. 1th Dec. 


LanpLorp AND Tgenant— Leasg To A Company oF Pusiic-xovss— Con- 
piTIoN oF Re-entry on Liqvuipation — Forrsrrcre — UNDERLESSER, 
Rewer To—Convexancine Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vicr. c. 13), s. 4. 


Appeal from decision of Kekewich, J. (48 W. R. 443). This was an 
—_ by the a of be will of a lessor to ee ion of a 
public-house under a condition for re-entry in the lease, the princi) 
question being upon what terms relief pv he be granted to the mn 
lessee. By the lease in question, made in 1896, the lessor demised the 
premises to Combe & Oo. (Limited) for 30 years at a rent of £300, 
there was a condition for re-entry on liquidation by the lessees. B 
underlease of the same date, Combe & Co. demised the premises to the 
defendant Fryer for i in consideration of a premium of £8,000, 
and at a rent of £800, reducible to £300 so long as he should buy his beer 
from Combe & Co. This Fryer had always done. In the year 1899 Combe 
& Co., who were fectly solvent, went into voluntary liquidation for 
the purpose of being amalgamated with two other companies. The 
defendant never paid the premium of £8,000, and never more than 
£300 a year rent. Kekewich, J., held, on the authority of Horsey Estate v. 
Steiger (47 W. R. 644), that there had been a forfeiture of the lease, and 
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made an order vesting the property in Fryer on conditions to be settled in 
chambers, and directed an inquiry as what was a fair rent, baving regard 
to the hg being gone. From this decision Fryer and the company 
a , 

. gE Court (Riesy, VavcHan Wittrams, and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal on the ground that they were bound by the decision of Horsey 
Estate v. Steiger, that the underlessee ought not to derive an advantage from 
the forfeiture, and that Kekewich, J., was right in directing an inquiry as to 
what was a fair rent to be paid, having regard to the tie being gone.— 
Counset, Warmington, Q.0., Renshaw, Q.C., Davenport and Merivale ; 
Warrington, Q.0., and 7. T. Methold. Souicrrors, Bolton § Co. ; Bompas, 
Bischof’, Dodgson, Coxe, § Bompas. 

[Reported by 8, E, Wixtx14ms, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re WORSLEY. Exrparte LAMBERT. No. 2. 7th Dec. 


Marriep Woman—‘‘Oarryinc on A Trapve”’—Marriep Women’s 
Property Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 75), s. 1, suB-secrion 5. 


This was an appeal by a debtor, a married woman, against a recciving 
order made by Mr. Registrar Linklater on the 15th of November. The 
appeal raised an important question as to how far a married woman 
carrying on trade separately from her husband is subject to the bank- 
ruptcy laws. W. H. Worsley, the husband of the debtor, carried on 
business as a furniture dealer and contractor at Manchester, and in the 
year 1898 was adjudicated a bankrupt. Shortly afterwards the business 
‘was purchased by the debtor, the money being provided out of her separate 
estate, and at the date of the transactions hereinafter referred to the was 
carrying on the business of a furniture polish merchant as the Uneedit 
Co. at Manchester, the husband to some extent acting in the 
management of the business. In January, 1900, one Lambert 
supplied the debtor with goods for the purposes of the business 
to the value of £174 18s.,‘ and on the 26th of January the 
debtor accepted four bills of exchange at three, six, nine, and twelve 
months, respectively each being for the sum of £43 14s. 6d. Karly in 
February the debtor sold the business, and on the 11th of February left 
Manchester without leaving any address, and joined her husband who had 
obtained a situation in London and was living in lodgings at Bedford- 
=: In April, 1900, Mr. and Mrs. Worsley left these lodgings without 
leaving any address. When the first two bills became due they were 
dishonoured and Lambert sued the debtor upon them. Kfforts were made 
to serve the writs on the debtor both at the Manchester address and at 
Bedford-place but without success, and thereupon orders for substituted 
service were obtained. The actions proceeded to judgment and in 
October, 1900, Lambert presented a bankruptcy petition against the 
debtor, the alleged act of bankruptcy being that the debtor was absenting 
herself with intent to defeat and delay her creditors. Efforts were also 
made to serve the petition on her but without effect, and an order was made 
for substituted service. On the 15th of November a receiving order was 
made against her. It was contended on behalf of the debtor (1) that she 
Was not carrying on a trade within the section, since she had ceased to 
carry on business at the date of the alleged act of bankruptcy; (2) that 
there was no trading apart from the husband, since the buriness was carried 
on at at the matrimonial domicil; and (3) that there was no absenting, 
the debtor having sold the business and gone to live with her husband, 

Tue Covrt (Lord Atverstonz, C.J., and Ricgny and VavuGHAN 
Wuuiuss, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstong, ©.J., after deciding against the debtor on the last 
two points, said there remained the question as to the construction of the 
section. Their lordships were asked to overrule Re Dagnali (1896, 2 Q. B. 407), 
where it was held that where there were business debts still undischarged 
it was no answer to say that the married woman had given up business 
before the petition was presented. It was said that the words ‘‘ carrying 
on trade ’’ were strictly limited to the time when the married woman was 
actually carrying on trade, and that if she ceased, even by simply putting 
up the shutters, she was not carrying on trade within the meaning of the 
section. But these bills were business obligations, and the debtor was 
trading as to these bills. In his opinion Re Dagnall was perfectly right. 
There could be no doubt that if the debtor was a feme sole she would be 
subject to the bankruptcy laws. It was said that because she was a 
married woman she must be actually conducting the business to make her 
so subject. He did not think that was the meaning of the section. The 

rinciple upon which the court was proceeding had been settled by Lord 
on in Bz parte Bamford (15 Ves. 449). He therefore thought the debtor 
was subject to the bankruptcy laws. 

Riesy and Vaveuan Wituams, L.JJ., concurred.—CounseL, Muir 
Mackenzie; Reed, Q.C., and Hansell, Soxicrrors, Leonard Weatherley ; Bell, 
Brodrick v. Gray. 

| Reported by 8, E. Wit.1ams, Barrister-at-Law. | 


LILY, DUCHESS OF MARLBOROUGH v. THE DUKE OF MARLBOROUGH. 
No. 2. 10th Dec. 


Sxrriement—Construction—Powrr To JomIntuRE Wives 1n Svuccession— 
Drvonce—Power To Jornturgz Szeconp Wire purine Liverime or First 
Wire. 


This was an appeal by the Duke of Marlborough against a decision of 
me oe J. (reported in 44 Soxicrrors’ JournaL, p. 361). By the action the 
plaintiff Lily, Duchess of Marlborough, the second wife, now the widow 
of the eighth duke, claimed a declaration that she was entitled to a charge 
of £2,500 on the Marlborough estates appointed to her by her late 
husband. By a resettlement of the Marlborough estates dated the 14th of 
July, 1866, the eighth duke, who was then the Marquis of Blandford, was 
empowered, subject to a jointure rent-charge in favour of the wife of the 
seventh duke, to appoint to ‘‘any woman whom he might marry” yearly 











rent-charges by way of jointure not exceeding in the whole the following 
yearly sums—viz., if the Marquis of Blandford should die in tbe lifetime of 
the seventh duke, then during the lifetime of the seventh duke £1,500 a 
year, and after his death £2,000a year; if the Marquis of Blandford should 
survive the seventh duke, £2,500 a year. The settlement provided that 
the power of jointuring might be exercised as often as the Marquis of 
Blandford should marry, and also that the settled estates should not 
be liable to the payment of jointures exceeding in the whole the 
sum of £4,000.- In 1869 the Marquis of Blandford, on his marriage 
with Lady A. Hamilton, his first wife, appointed to her the follow- 
ing rent-charges by way of jointure: if he should die in the life- 
time of the seventh duke, £1,500 a year; and after his death, £2,000 
a year; but, if he should survive the seventh duke, £2,500 a year. In 
1883 the Marchioness of Blandford, who is still living, obtained a 
divorce from the Marquis of Blandford, and subsequently in the 
same year the seventh Duke of Marlborough died. Lord Blandford, 
who thus became the eighth Duke of Marlborough, married the 
plaintiff in 1888, and by a settlement made on this marriage, he 
appointed to her a jointure rent-charge of £2,500 a year. In 1892 
he died, and in 1899 the dowager duchess, the widow of the seventh 
duke, also died. In 1895 the plaintiff had married Lord William 
Beresford. Byrne, J., held that the eighth duke had the power, under 
the resettlement of 1866, to create the jointure in favour of the plaintiff 
after the dissolution of his first marriage. The duke appealed; and on 
his behalf it was contended that the power to jointure was limited 
to £2,500 a year, which was exhausted after the appointment to 
the eighth duke’s first wife. The power could be construed as providing 
for the event of a divorce, and was, therefore, contrary to public policy 
and illegal. The following cases, Cartwright v. Cartwright (3 D. M. &G. 
982), H. v. W. (3 K. & J. 382), and Cocksedge v. Cocksedge (14 Sim. 244), 
were referred to. 

Tae Oovrt (Ricsy, VavcHan Wituiams, and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Riasy, L.J., said: The words ‘‘ any woman whom he may marry ’’ were 
express, and the tafeguard to prevent the estate from being overburdened 
was the limitation of the total amount of the jointures to £4,000. It was 
contended that the clause did not include a second marriage after the first 
had been terminated by a divorce. There was nothing in the words which 
pointed to a divorce, and his lordship could not see any ground for limiting 
the operation of the wordsin the way cuggested, and, in his opinion, the eighth 
duke had power under the clause to appoint a joiature to his second wife, 
although the lady who was his first wife was still living. With regard to 
the competence of the parties to the deed of 1866 to enter into a bargain 
which might have that operation, there was nothing on the face of the 
clause which was contrary to public policy, bus it was contended that, 
if that clause were construed so as to include a second marriage 
during the life of the lady who was his first wife, it would be contrary to 
public policy. The suggestion was, his lordship supposed, that 
a divorce would be thereby rendered more beneiicial or less 
injurious to the husband. In the cases which had been referred 
to a bargain had been made in a marriage settlement with regard 
to what should happen in the event of the future separation of the: 
husband and wife. Such a bargain was, of course, absolutely bad, 
and those cases were perfectly intelligible. But they had no application 
pth. = present case. The decision of Byrne, J., must, therefore, be 
upheld. 

Vaveuan Wiuiams and Romer, L.JJ., agreed.—Counszx, Haldane, Q.C., 
and Ashworth James, for the duke; Levett, Q.C., and Brinton, for the 
plaintiff; W. H. Cozens-Hardy, for the trustees. Soxicrrorns, Nichols, 
Manisty, § Co.; Whitehead, Marshall, § Co. 

[Reported by A. Giynnz-Jones, Barrister-at-Law. | 


DALY v. EDWARDES. BARRINGTON v. EDWARDES. No.2. 6th Dec. 


LeasE—THEATRE—COVENANT NoT TO Assign, &c.—Leasez or Part or 
TuHeaTRE—BreEacu oF CovEeNAnt. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported 44 
Soxicrrors’ JournaL, 328). On the 8th of Febrezary, 1894, the defendant, 
Mr. George Edwardes, being lessee from Lord Salisbury of premises in 
Cranbourn-street, now known as Daly’s Theatre, granted an underlease 
to the late Mr. Augustin Daly, for a term of twenty years, from the 25th 
of December, 1893, at a yearly rent of £5,500. Mr. Daly entered into a 
covenant with Mr. Edwardes not at any time during the term thereby 
granted to assign, demise, or otherwise part with the indenture, or any 
estate or interest therein for all or any of the said term, to any 
person or persous whomsoever, without the licence of the lessor or his 
assigns first had and obtained in writing under his or their hand or bands 
for that purpose, but such consent should not be unreasonably withheld 
in the case of a respectable and responsible tenant, isbeing the intention 
that the lessee should be at liberty at all times to produce and perform 
by himself and company or his licensees any first-class comedy, 
or opera without the necessity of applying to the lessor or his assigns for 
his consent in that bebalf, but that such licensees should not be at liberty 
to assign, underlet, demise, or otherwise part with their term without the 
licence of the lessor first had and obtained. ‘There was a proviso for 
re-entry if the rent was in arrear for twenty-one days, or on apy breach 
of any of the covenants by the underlessee therein contained. At the 
date of the underlease Messrs. Frank Warr & Oo, had the exclusive 
licence to supply refreshments in the theatre and the exclusive privilege 
of advertising. Mr. Daly subsequently by several agreements granted 
the free and exclusive right to use the bars and smoking-rooms in 
the theatre to Messrs. Warr for the purpose of supplying refreshments 





and advertising, and finally entered into an agreement with them, dated 
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the 15th of April, 1898. In this agreement Mr. Daly was called ‘‘the 
landlord,”’ and Warr & Oo. were called ‘‘ the tenants,’’ and it was thereby 
witnessed that, in consideration of the sum of £1,400 paid by the tenants 
to the landlord, and of the weekly rent of £15 to be paid by the tenants 
to the landlord as thereinafter provided, the landlord, as beneficial owner, 
did thereby grant to the tenants the free and exclusive licence and right 
to the use of all the refreshment rooms, bars, smoke-room, wine cellars, 
and offices then or at any time thereafter during the term of the agree- 
ment in or connected with Daly’s Theatre, together with the free right of 
access by the tenants, their servants and agents, to and from the same 
by and through the various entrances and exits of the theatre and premises 
necessary or convenient for the purpore of exercising the rights thereby 
granted, and aleo the sole and exclusive privilege during the term of the 
agreement of advertising and letting spaces for advertisements in, about, 
but witbin all such refreshment rooms, smoking-rooms, and bars of the 
theatre ; to hold the premises with the tenants for the term of 13} years 
from the 25th of March, 1898, wanting ten days, subject nevertheless 
to the covenants and conditions thereinafter contained. One of these 
conditions was that the landlord might at any time by notice in writing 
determine the agreement and the term thereby created, in the event of 
the rent being in arrear for twenty-one days, and in other specified 
events. Another condition (No. 6) was that ‘‘the refreshment rooms and 
bara ehall in all respects be conducted in a proper and orderly manner, 
and in accordance with te ules of the theatre and customs of refresh- 
ment rooms in first-class theatres.’ Another condition (No. 10) was that 
** the landlord or his agent or manager, or the occupier or the occupiers 
for the time being of the said theatre, his or their representatives, shall 
have full power to discharge any servant or servants of the raid tenants 
who shall have misconducted himself or herself or themselves to the 
prejudice of the good conduct of the theatre.’”” No licence for this 
agreement was obtained from Mr. Edwardes, as required by the 
covenant. On the 4th of September, 1898, Vir. Edwardes took pos:ession 
of the theatre and premices, on the ground that the agreement of the 15th 
of April, 1898, with Warr & Co. was a breach of the covenant in the 
underlease of the 8th of February, 1894. On the 6th of September, 1898, 
Mr. Daly issued bis writ in this action and claimed a declaration that the 
re-entry by Mr. Edwardes was not authorized by the underlease, and an 
injunction restraining the defendant from putting up bills and posters 
without the name of ‘‘ Augustin Daly ’’ upon them as lessee and manager. 
On the 7th of June, 1899, Mr. Augustin Daly died, aud Mr. B. E. E. 
Barrington obtained a grant of letters of administration to his estate. The 
action was then revived by the administrator. Kekewich, J., held that 
there had not been any b-each of the lessee’s covenant in the underlease, 
and that the defendant had no right to re-enter, and must give up posses- 
sion of the premises. The defendant appealed. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Atverstong, C.J., and Riesy and VaveHan WILLIAMS, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appe»l. 

Lord Atverstone, C.J.—I am of opinion that the decision of Kekewich, 
J., is perfectly right. It is not contested that at the date of the under- 
lease refreshment bars were existing in the theatre, or that it is customary 
to have such bars in theatres. In the face of this fact the underlease to 
Daly has to be cons!rued. It is contended that the agreement of April, 
1898, is a grant of an estate or interest in part of the theatre, and there- 
fore a breach of the covenant in the underlease. I doubt whether that 
covenant is intended to apply to the use ofa part of a theatre incident 
to its use as a theatre. I donot, however, base my judgment on this 
point. I do not think it can be seriously contended that the defendant 
contemplated that all liquors sold at the theatre should be supplied by 
his tenant the defendant himself. He must have contemplated 
that some contract would be entered into for the purpose. I 
agree that there are words in the agreement of April, 1898, which, 
from a conveyancer’s point of view, may said to amount to a 
grant of an estate or interest in the theatre. But some limit 
must be placed upon the covenant in the underlease. It is clear that 
to all spaces comprised in the agreement of April, 1898, the plaintiff and 
his servants and also the audience have more or Jess access. The agree- 
ment must be regarded as a whole, and so it points, in my 
opinion, to the conclusion at which Kekewich, J., has arrived. Warr & Co. 
are to have the exclusive use of parts of the theatre at certain times. Such 
a case a3 this cannot be decided by looking at particular expressions in the 
agreement without looking at it as a whole. I think Kekewich, J., has 
arrived at the right conclusion. 

Riesy and Vaveran Wiiuiams, L JJ. deliverei judgments to the same 
effect.—CounssL, Warmington, Q.C.; P. O. Lawrence, Q.C., Cave, and Cohen ; 
Warmington, Q.0.; J. Eldon Bankes, Newton Crane, and De Vere, SoLIciTORS, 
Slark, Edwards, § Co. ; John C. Button § Co. 


[Reported by J, I. Srretine, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


THE BAGOT PNEUMATIC TYRE CO. (LIM.) v. THE CLIPPER 
PNEUMATIC TYRE CO. (LIM.) Kekewich, J. 5th Dec. 


Company—Conrract oN Benar or AN INTENDED Company—ApopTion— 
InreRENcE—Paiviry or OCOoNTRACT. 


This was an action brought to have it declared that the defendants were 
acting in breach of an agreement which they had adopted, and the 
plaintiffs claimed a trading account and various declarations as to the 
rights of the parties. The facts were as follows: The plaintiff company 
was incorporated on the 14th of October, 1896, and on the 3rd of March, 
1897, entered into an agreement with T. C. Phelps to grant to him or to a 
company in course of formation by him, an exclusive licence to use certain 








patents belonging to the plaintiffs. The consideration for this grant was 
that, after setting aside each year a cumulative preferential 
dividend equal to eight per cent. on the ~~ £150,000 of 
the proposed company, that company shoul pay to the 
plaintiffs in each year out of their remaining profits available 
for dividend a sum equal to eight per cent. upon a fixed 
capital of £150,000 and the plaintiffs were to receive a further sum 
equal to one-half of the balance (if any) of the net profits of sich company 
available for dividend in each year. On the 5th of March, 1897, Phel 
entered into en agreement with K. Piercy to sell to him on behalf of the 
intended company the said exclusive licence and also certain othr 
licences and contracts therein specified for £120,000, of which £60,000 
was to be paid in cash and the balance in cash or shares at the option of 
the directors of theintended company. On the 8th of March, 1897, the 
intended company was incorporated with a capital of £150,000 in £1 
shares under the title of the Clipper Pneumatic Tyre Co. (Limited), 
the defendant company, and by an agreement of the 8th of April, 1897, the 
agreement with Piercy was adopted by the company with the modification 
that the purchase price of £120,000 was to be paid as to £40,000 
in cath and as to the balance in fully paid-up shares. Balance-sheets were 
issued by the defendants in 1898, shewing a profit, butno smount was placei 
to reserve fund and no dividend was declared. In October, 1899, they 
iesued a balance-sheet, dated the 30th of September, 1899, shewing large 
profits, out of which a sum was carried to reserve fund, and a sum of 
£3,000 was written off as depreciation and towards the extinction of the 
cost of licences and contracts. About the same time the defendants wrote 
the plaintiffs a letter stating that their future policy would be to continue 
to provide out of profits for depreciation and for the ultimate extinction of 
the cost of euch licences and contracts. For the plaintiffs it was contended 
that the original contract with Phelps had been adopted by the defendants, 
and must now be taken to subsist between them and the plaintiffs. Either 
a contract could be inferred from the conduct of the defendants. or else 
Phelps was @ mere conduit-pipe between the two companies. Further, 
in absence of direct contractual obligation, the defendants, having become 
assignees of a licence with notice of tbe obligations attached thereto, were 
obliged to perf rm the latter. On behalf of the defendants it was argued 
that no privity existed between them and the plaintiffs, and that the latter, 
consequently, had no sight of action. [As the case was decided upon this 
point, the other questions argued need not be reterred to. | 

Kexewicn, J., said: The first question is whether the plaintiffs have 
any right of action at all. If this point is decided in favour of the 
defendants it will be unnecessary to go into the other questions raised, 
however interesting they may be. It is not alleged that there is direct 
privity of contract between the plaintiffs and defendants. The plaintiffs 
claim to be entitled to sue either by a contract to be inferred from the 
facts or by a contract adopted by the defendants. They rely upon the 
contract entered into by them with Phelps, and upon the contract 
entered into by Phelps with Piercy, neither of whom were buying the 
licences on their own account, but as representatives of a company not yet 
in existence—i.e., the defendant company, and it is said that the latter 
by adopting the agreement with Piercy have become bound to the 
plaintiff company. The facts of this case, however, bring it 
witbin the principle of Re Northumberland Avenue Hotel Co (33 
Oh. D. 16), from which case the present one appears to me to 
be indistipguishable. In that case, under ~ similar circumstances, 
it was held by the Court of Appeal, affirming the decicion of Obiity, J., 
toat an agreement entered into with a trustee on behalf of a company not 
then in existence, though intended to be formed, was incapable of con- 
firmation by the company after its incorporation, and consequently that 
there was no right of action against the compauy arising out of such an 
agreement, and that there was nc privity of contract giving a rigat of 
action against the intended company, although the company was after- 
wards formed. [His lordship, after discuesing the cases of Howard v. 
The Patent Ivory Manufacturing Co. (38 Ca. D. 156), and Werderman v. 
Société Générale D’ Electricité (19 Ch. D. 246)), which he held to have no 
bearing upon the present case, proceeded :] It has further been said that 
the detendants adopted the responcibility of the agreement by their con- 
duct, as, for example, by their attempt in November, 1898, to get the 
—— to enter into a modification of that agreement. No doubt they 

lieved that they were liable, and acted in that belief, but such conduct 
is no evidence to support the contention that they adopted the agreement, 
and such an argument is really disposed of by the case Re Northumberland 
Avenue Hotel Co. This being so, I think that the tiffs have no right 
of action, and there must be judgment for the defendants with costs.— 
Counsgt, Warrington, Q.0., and £. F. Spence ; Neville, Q.C., and C. H. 
Sargant. Soxrtcrrors, Capel, Cure, § Ball ; Beale § Co. 

[Reported by J. 8. Ristzy, Barrister-at-Law., | 


RAKE v. HOOPER. Kekewich, J. 5th and 6th Dec. 


Votuntary Post-nuptTiaL SetrtemeNt—Omission or Lire Inrgrest To 
Sgarrtor — Inrgention oF Ssztritor — Instructions—Common Form— 
RECcTIFICATON. 


This was an action brought to rectify a voluntary ety settle- 
ment. The facts were as follows: In August, 1872, the intiff was 
married. There was no marriage settlement executed at the time, but in 
March, 1875, there then being one child of the marriage, the plaintiff, 
who was about to enter a — for carrying on the business of a 
stockbroker, executed a voluntary settlement of certain property belopg- 
ing to him, including a leasehold house, some railway stock, and a policy 
of assurance on his life, upon bis wife for life, with the remainder upon 
trusts for the children. This settlement was dated the 31st of 
March, 1875, and Mrs. Rake died the 29th of September, 1899, leaving 
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=— 
five children, issue of the marriage, living, three of whom are infants: 
The plaintiff stated in his evidence that on the 31st of October, 1899, he 
first discovered from a letter written to him by Mr. Hooper, one of the 
trustees, that the settlement reserved no life interest to himself after his 
wife’s death ; that such was not his intention, which, on the contrary, was 
that he should have a life interest in the property after his wife’s death ; 
that he had left himself entirely in the hands of his solicitor who prepared 
the settlement ; that the latter did not explain that he was to have no life 
interest in the property, and that he thought that he was executing an 
‘ordinary post-nuptial settlement”? containing the usual provisions, 
including the reservation of a life interest to the settlor. He accordingly 
brought this action against the trustees of the settlement and his children 
to have the settlement rectified by inserting a life interest to himself to 
take precedence of the ultimate trusts in favour of the children. The 
solicitor who prepared the deed gave evidence on behalf of the defendants 
as to the circumstances of its preparation. 
Kexkewicn, J. (after stating the facts of the case).—The plaintiff has 
taken these proceedings to rectify the settlement on the ground that it 
ought to have contained a provision giving him a life interest, not that 
he had made any stipulation or given the solicitor any instructions to that 
effect, but merely that it ought to have contained such a provision. If 
I were to accept that, every voluntary settlor would be coming to the 
court for rectification of his settlement when it was found to contain some 
inconvenient provision or omission which worked hardly. I do not think 
that that is the jurisdiction of the court nor the foundation for the 
exercise of that jurisdiction. It is well settled that the court can only 
rectify a settlement, which is a matter of contract, when it is shewn that 
both parties have been in error—that something has been put in or 
omitted which does not carry out the intention of either party. That 
has been laid down in many cases. [His lordship proceeded to 
cite Fowler v. Fowler (4 De G. & J. 250) and Sells v. Sells (1 Dr. & Sm. 
423).] Mr. Warrington has said that the foundation of the juris- 
diction to rectify a voluntary deed depends upon the right ot the 
voluntary seitlor to set aside the deed, and in asking for rectification he 
asks for less than his due. That proposition is new to me, and it is not, 
in my opinion, borne out by the cases which have been cited. [His 
lordship discussed the following cases: Daniel vy. Arkwright (2 Hem. & M. 
95), Walker v. Armstrong (8 De G. M. & G. 531), and Bonhote v. Henderson 
(1895, 1 Ch. 742).] The court, before ordering the rectification of a 
voluntary settlement, must be satisfied that instructions were given, and 
having been given were not carried out. Mr. Warrington relies upon the 
case of James v. Couchman (29 Ch. D. 212)—a case decided by Mr. Justice 
North with considerable heritation—in which a voluntary settlement was 
set aside on the ground of the omission of a usual power to which the 
settlor’s attention had not been drawn. There is no such omission here. 
The object of the plaintiff was to make a settlement, on his entering into 
@ speculative business, so as to provide for his wife and children in case 
of his bankruptcy. If a life interest had been reserved to himself 
the main object of the settlement would have been defeated. It was, 
consequently, unnecessary for the solicitor to draw his attention to its 
omission. In the origina] draft a clause was inserted in favour of the wife 
during the joint lives of herself and her hushand with remainder to the 
survivor for life. This was inserted simply because it was a common 
form, and it was afterwards struck out and a simple life interest to the 
wife substituted in order to carry out the object of the settlement. Sitting 
as a jury, I should say that the plaintiff assented at the time to what was 
being done, and that it was deliberately done with a view to provide for 
his wife and children. The action, therefore, entirely fails and must be 
dismissed. It would establish a mischievous precedent to allow such a 
voluntary settlement to be touched. The plaintiff must pay the costs of 
the defendants as between party and party, and their solicitor and client 
costs must be raised and paid out of the trust funds by the trustees. 
There will be liberty to apply, in case of non-recovery of the party and 
. costs, for them to be paid out of the trust funds.—Covunsg., 
arrington, Q.C., and Marcy ; Renshaw, Q.C., and Eustace Smith, for the 
infant defendants; Dunham, for the trustees. Soxicrrors, Walker ¢ 
Battiscombe, tor J. W. Rendell, Reading ; Burton, Yeates, ¢ Hart, for Johnson, 
Barclay, & Lowe, Birmingham. 
Reported by J. 8. Risixy, [ Barrister-at-Law. |} 


TURNER v. SMITH, Byrne, J. 23rd Nov. and 11th Dec. 


Morroace—Arrrorziation ny Mortcacon’s Aczenr oy Mozy IntenpED 
70 BE Arritep ts Discnarce or Mortoace—Sussrqvent TRANSFER OF 
Morraacz Deer asp Secunirry to Montoacor’s AGENT, FOLLOWED BY 
Trassrerz sx Hr to aw Assignex witnour Priviry ory Mortoacor— 
Account perwres Mortcacor axp Mortoacus — Reconveyance py 
Assiawzz T0 Mortoacor. 


This was an action to establish the right of the plaintiff as mortgagor to 
have a reconveyance and delivery up of the title deeds of certain mortgaged 
y upon payment of costs of reconveyance. On the 24rd of December, 

$79, the plaintiff being then owner in fee simple of No. 1, Queensborongh- 
terrace, Bayswater, by 4 memorandum in writing charged the property with 
repayment to James Ingram, Cartmell Harrison, and James Crofts of £1,000 
interest at four and a-half per cent., and by another memorandum in 
writing dated the 26th of October, 1590, she further charged the property 
to the same persons with repayment of £500 and interest at the same rate. 
deed of settlement dated the 11th of June, 1881, made on the marriage 
the plaintiff with the Kev. T. I. Guest, the property was conveyed, 
subject to the memorandum of charge, to uses under which the plaintiff 
became legal tenant for life in wsion. By deed dated the 20th of 
November, 1996, made between em Ingram, Harrison, and Oroft of the 


the second part,’and Cartmell Harrison of the third part, and Messrs 
Freeman of the fourth part, the mortgage debt of £1,500 and interest was 
transferred, and the property was conveyed, to Mesers. Freeman by 
way of mortgage to secure the same debt and interest. By deed dated the 
23rd of December, 1886, the mortgage was transferred by Messrs. Freeman 
to Messrs. Maul, and by them to William Negus, the last transfer being 
dated 30th of January, 1891. The mortgage debt and security were trans- 
ferred on the 8th of December, 1893, from Negus to Mary Foster, and by 
her again on the 20th of February, 1896, toT. J. Hamp. All the traasfers 
subsequent to that’ to Messrs. Freeman were effected without any reference 
to the mortgagor, the plaintiff, who was not a party to any of the deeds. 
No notice of them was given to her, nor were any inquiries made of her as 
to the state of the account or otherwise. In the months of February and 
April, 1892, and while the mortgage was still vested in Negus, the plaintiff 
put Cartmell Harrison, who was acting as her solicitor, in funds, for the 
urpose of paying off the mortgage, which he undertook to do, but did uot 
o. He cheated his client, appropriated the money, and maintained the 
cheat by continuing to pay interest on the mortgage as it became due to the 
mortgagee for the time being. No inquiry was made in 1892, or subse- 
quently, by the plaintiff for any reconveyance or receipt by the mortgagee, 
nor for the deeds relating to the property. She left the whole matter 
in the hands of her solicitor, Cartmell Harrison, and as she never paid any 
more interest, and was not charged in account with any by Harrison, her 
suspicions were not aroused in any way. In January, 1896, while the 
mortgage was still vested in Mary Foster, Negus, who was acting as her 
solicitor, pressed Harrison, who had been paying the interest as if on behalf 
of his client the plaintiff, for payment off the mortgage debt, and this 
resulted in the transfer to Hamp, a client of Negus. At the end of May, 
1897, Negus gave notice, on behalf of Hamp, to Harrison calling in the 
mortgage, for on the Ist June, 1897, Harrison wrote to Negus: ‘‘ I return the 
notice. You do not say when the money is to be paid off; I presume in 
six months.” Harrison then represented to Negus that he was arranging 
a transfer, for on the 2nd September, 1897, he wrote: ‘‘ My dear Negus,— 
Hamp.—I return you this draft transfer approved. The money, however, 
will not be in for some little time.” Harrison then apparently had 
been negotiating with J. W. Smith to become transferee of some 
mortgage, although there was no evidence to shew that he identified 
the particular mortgage he intended to obtain a transfer of, but on the 
20th of September, 1897, he wrote to Negus to this effect : ‘‘ We shall be 
prepared to complete the transfer on the Ist of October. On the Ist of 
October, 1897, Harrison again wrote: ‘My dear Negus,—Queensborough 
Terrace.—For some reason or other (I don’t know what) my client did not 
send his cheque as he promised to do to-day, but I have written to him to 
ask him to see me on Monday morning, when I shall no doubt get it, and 
complete.’ And on the same day he writes to J. W. Smith: ‘My dear 
sir,—I am disappointed at not hearing from you or seeing you. 
coming up on Monday, and will come by the 9.53 train, so as to have the 
opportunity of seeing you.” Mr. J. W. Smith forwarded to Harrison £1,500 
on or before the 4th of October, 1897, as the latter acknowledged receipt of 
a cheque for the amount on that day, and the cheque was duly paid in to 
Harrison’s private account at Drummond’s on the following day, the 5th of 
October. By deed of transfer, dated the 4th of October, 1897, Hamp 
transferred the mortgage debt and property to Harrison, and on the 
following day, the 5th of October, 1897, Harrison transferred to J. W. Smith 
and the defendant, in whom the whole interest formerly of J. W. Smith and 
himself was now vested. The deeds were handed over by Harrison to the 
Messrs. Smith, and as Harrison continued to pay interest to them uatil April, 
1899, their suspicions were not aroused, and no question was raised until 
December, 1899, when Harrison having absconded, application was made to 
the plaintiff for payment of the half-year’s interest, which became due the 
October previous. The following cases were referred to during the argument, 
Matthews y. Wallwyn (4 Ves. 118), Williams v. Sorrell (4 Ves. 389), 
Norrish v. Marshall (5 Madd. 475), Lord Southampton’s case (16 Ch. D. 178), 
Dizon vy. Winch (1900, 1 Ch. 736, at p. 742), Gordon v. James (30 Ch. D. 249), 
Heath v. Crealock (10 Ch. App. 22), Harman v. Richards (10 Hare 81), 
Thurstan v. Nottingham, &c. (W. N., Nov. 10), 1900, 239). 
Dec. 11.—Bynzxe, J.—The real question is which of two innocent 
er the plaintiff or defendant, is to suffer for the frauds of Cartmell 
farrison; the plaintiff claiming that, upon the transfer to Cartmell 
Harrison by Hamp, the mortgage debt was discharged, and that by taking 
a transfer without the privity of the mortgagor, the transferee, Messrs. 
Smith, became bound by the state of account as then existing between their 
transferor and the mortgagor, and that therefore the defendant cannot 
claim to hold the property as against the plaintiff. On the other hand it is 
contended that the plaintiff, by her neglect in not seeing that she obtained a 
reconveyance or receipt for the mortgage money and by not asking for the 
deeds, put it into the power of Harrison to commit the fraud, 
and gave colour to the false representations which were made in the 
transfer to Messrs. Smith as to the subsistence of the mortgage debt. 
It is also suggested that the two transfers of the 4th and 5th of October, 
1897, must be looked upon as part of one transaction, and that the transfer 
to Harrison ought not to be regarded as representing anything more than 
i of the machinery for transfering the debt and security from Hamp to 
Messrs. Smith, and not as representing any real transaction. Up to the 
date of the transfer to Cartmell Harrison, the plaintiff admits that as 
between herself and the subsequent transferees there was a valid and 
subsisting debt and mortgage security, inasmuch as no part of the debt 
had been paid, although Harrison, the plaintiff's agent, had received 
the money for the express purpose and with the obligation of paying 
off the then mortgage in the yoar 1893. ‘The effect in law 
taking « transfer of » mortgage without the privity of the mortgagor 
has been so recently summed up by Cozens-Hardy, J., in the case 
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his words, which are to be found at p. 742 of the report. [His lord- 
ship then read from the report beginning with the words ‘‘ It is well settled,’’ 
roe concluding with the words ‘‘ Lord Southampton’s estate.””] I need not 
refer to the expression of opinion which follows, because the learned judge 
recognizes the Jaw as stated, nor need I go further into the decision in that 
case either in the court of first instance or in the Court of Appeal, as it 
turned on very special facts which differ from those in the present case. 
Starting with the statement of the law as above, it appears to me that, 
assuming the transfer to Harrison to have operated as an assignment and 
conveyance to him in his personal capacity and not in the capacity 
of trustee for Smith, the result must follow that the mortgage debt 
immediately became discharged, and that he held the property as 
trustee for the plaintiff, the principle being, as stated by Sir J. Leach 
in Norrish v, Marshall (56 Madd. 475, at p. 481), ‘‘ that as against an 
assignee without notice'’ (meaning without notice to the mortgagor) “ the 
mortgagor has the same rightsas he has against the mortgagee, and whatever 
he can claim in the way of set off or mutual credit as against the mortgagee he 
can claim equally against the assignee.’ There is no evidence that 
Harrison had agreed to invest Smith’s money in a particular mortgage, and 
although it is not very easy to understand why ison took the transfer 
to himself only to retransfer it on the following day, the fact remains that he 
did take a trausfer to himself, and it may be that, being uncertain whether 
he should get the money from Smith, he obtained the transfer to himself 
before receiving the cheque. He certainly did so before the cheque 
was credited to him, the money paid by Harrison to Negus was paid by 
cheque drawn on the account of the firm of Ingram, Harrison, & Ingram 
at Messrs. Hoare’s by cheque debited to the firm on the 5th of October, and 
I am unable to hold that at the time of the transfer to himself he 
had constituted himself a trustee of the particular security for the 
Messrs. Smith, and I think, therefore. that the latter having taken the 
transfer from Harrison without the privity of the mortgagor, the defendant 
can only hold it against the latter subject to the state of account between 
Harrison and the mortgagor. As between Harrison and the mortgagor the 
mortgage debt was non-existent. It appears to me that the mortgagor never 
lost her right to redeem, and that directly her agent, who had received the 
amount to pay off the mortgage became himself the transferee of the 
mortgage, the debt was extinguished, and no transferee from him could treat 
the debt as a subsisting charge upon the property. Inu the result I think the 
plaintiff is entitled to succeed, and to have a reconveyance.—CounsEL, 
Norton, QC., and Rashicigh; Rowden, Q.C., and Phillpotts. Soxicrrors, 
Beachcroft, Thompson, Hay, § Ledward; R. T. Harding, for Chandler, 
Basingstoke. 
[Reported by R. Leion Ramssornam, Barrister-st-Law. | 


Re WALKER, SUMMERS v. BARROW. Farwell, J. 11th Dec. 


TrustseE—AnsENCE FROM THE Unirep Kinapom For More tHan TweLve 
Montus—Tewrorary Rerven with Transaction or Trust Business— 
Srarurory Power or APPporinTMENT oF New TrusTEE—Trvsteez Act, 
1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 53), s. 10, 


This was an originating summons in an administration action, and was 
taken out by George Summers, of the ‘‘Uld Manor House,’’ East Mole- 
sey, now travelling on the Continent, and temporarily staying at a hotel at 
Finisterre, in France. He was one of the original trustees and executors 
of the will of John Walker, whose widow was also a trustee. Mrs. 
Walker and her son-in-law, the plaintiff, remained the sole trustees from 
May, 1888, onwards; in or before April, 1899, the plaintiff went to travel 
on the Continent, and had remained there, excepting that it appeared from 
an entry in the solicitors’ books that in November, 1899, he came to 
England for one week, and on the 3rd of that month attended at the office 
of the London solicitors acting for the trustees, and transacted business 
connected with the trust. Un the Ist of June, 1900, Mrs. Walker 
executed a deed prepared by other solicitors, whereby, after re- 
citing that the plaintiff “in or before the month of April, 1899, 
went to reside abroad and has ever since remained and still remains 
abroad,’’ she sy teeny another son-in-law, the Rev. A. H. Barrow, to be 
co-trustee with herself in the place of the plaintiff. ‘The will contained 
no a for appointing new trustees, but Mrs. Walker purported to act 
under the provisions of section 10 of the Trustee Act, 1893. Uwing to the 
estrangement between the parties the affairs of the trust were at a dead- 
lock. The plaintiff by this summons asked the court to determine who 
were the present trustees of the will, and if it were heid that Mrs. Walker 
and Mr. Barrow were such trustees, that he might be appointed a co- 
trustee with them. Mrs. Barrow and other parties interested atterwards 
issued a writ claiming (inter alia) the removal of the plaintiff from being a 
trustee and the appointment of new trustees. The plaintiff did not now 
ask the court to administer the estate, but submitted that the power to 
appoint under the Trustee Act, 1893, had not arisen and that the deed of 
the Ist of June, 1900, was bad. The respondents contended that the Act 
should not be construed too literally and that a merely temporary presence, 
without residence, in Kngland was not enough to prevent the operation of 
tection 10: Re Moravian Society (6 W. R. 851, 26 Beav. 101), Re Arbid and 
Class’s Contract (39 W. R. 305; 1891, 1 Oh. 601), and Re Stamford (44 W. R. 
249 ; 1896, 1 Ch. 288) were reterred to. 

Farweit, J., said that the point was short and, so far as he was aware, 
&novel one. Section.10 of the Trustee Act, 1893, in effect repeating a 
former enactment that was repealed, provided for the appointment of a 
hew trustee ‘“‘ where a trustee . remains out of the United Kingdom 
for more than twelve months.’ In this case the plaintiff was out of the 
United Kingdom for twelve months prior to the Ist of June, 1899 (on 
which day Mrs. Walker purported to appoint the new trustee) but with 
the exception of one week. During that week he attended at the office of 
the solicitors and transacted business of the trust. Hie lordship said that 











he was unable to find as a fact that he was “out of the United Kingdom 
for more than twelve months,’’ and therefore the power of tment 
under the Act had not arisen and the appointment made 

was not good. The plaintiff and Mrs. Walker and were the 
trustees of the will.—Counsax, Jenkins, Q.C., and Fellows; Upjohn, Q.C., 
and Christopher James, Soxtcrrors, Stibbard, Gibson, ¢ Co.; Druces 


§ Attlee. 
[Reported by W. H. Daarzsr, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re DOWSETT. DOWSETT v. MEAKIN. Farwell, J. 7th and 8th Dec. 


Witt—-Exenrciszg or Sraeciat Power or Aprorntuent —ADEMPTION—WILLS 
Acr, 1837 (7 Witt. 4 & 1 Vicr. c. 26), s. 23. 


This was an adjourned summons taken out to determine questions under 
a will dated the 10th of July, 1869, whereby the testator, John Dowesett, 
who died on the 11th of March, 1873, gave certain freehold houses, Nos. 
149, 151, and 153, Oable-street, St. George’s-in-the-East, upon trust as 
to one-third of the annual rents thereof for his daughter Maria Dowsett 
for life, and after her death and in default of her leaving issue as therein 
mentioned upon trust for such one or more of her brothers and sisters, 
nephews and nieces, as the said Maria Dowsett should by will appoint ; and 
in default of such appointment the testator provided that the said one- 
third should fall into his residuary estate. By her will of the 8th of March, 
1880, the said Maria Dowsett, in exercise of the power of appointment, 
devised the said share in the houses to the defendants in certain shares 
and manner. On the 8th of April, 1891, under the compulsory powers 
of the London and Blackwall Railway Co., the three houses were 
sold to the railway company for £5,600, which sum was then invested 
in other real estate. ‘This property was on the llth of 
March, 1893, the sudject of a decree made by Stirling, J., in a partition 
action, and by the chief clerk’s certificate filed in action on the 
25th of January, 1894, a certain specified portion of this newly- 
acquired property was scheduled as representing the one-third share 
in the three houses therem named in which the testatrix had 
formerly had a life interest under the will of the testator. By 
a deed of the 26th of January, 1894 (to which the testatrix was 
a party) the then trustees of the will of the testator declared that 
they would stand possessed of the property echeduled as aforesaid upon 
the trusts of the will declared concerning the one-third share in the 
rents of the three houses. The testatrix died on the 2lst of December, 
1899, without issue and without having revoked or altered her said will. 
The question was whether the exercise of the power of appointment by 
the testatrix was of any, and what, effect; or whether the property 
scheduled as aforesaid ought now to be held by the trustees of 
the will of the testator on behalf of his residuary estate. On 
the one hand it was contended that it was a case of ademption of 
theggift within the m of section 23 of the Wills Act, 1837 ; in Gale v. 
Gale (4 W. R. 277, 21 Beav. 349), Blake v. Blake (15 Ca. D. 481), Collinson 
v. Collinson (24 Beav. 269), Willett v. Finley (29 L. R. Ir. 156, 497), and Re 
Bagot's Settlement (10 W. R. 607), (eee also Farwell on Powers (2nd ed.), p. 
217), it was a general power ; a case of a power was Re Moses, 
Beddington v. Beddington (W. N., 1900, p. 182). The wa; altered 
by the testatrix’sown act. On the other hand, it was said that tne case of 
a special power was different from those where the power was general, 
especially where the trust is to re-settle and hold on the uses of the 
original trust: Re Johustone’s Settlement (28 W. R. 593, 14 Ch. D. 162) 
Cooper v. Martin (16 W. R. 234, 3 Ch. 47). 

Farwe t, J., said that there was in his opinicn in this case a failure of 
appointment by reason of ademption. The question was really one of 
po net — ether a testator had executed 
giving partic property so as to 
represented it ; had he used words w’ 
represent the property at the time of his death, or had he given 
as it was at the date of his will? That, in his opinion, was the principle 
underlying the two decisions in Gale v. Gale and Re Johnstons’s Settlement 
(udi supra). In this case he found nothing but a 
particular houses at the date of the will. As to the attempted distine- 
tion between general and special powers, that, in his opinion, was 
unsound. No such distinction was authorized by 
Act, 1837, or suggested by common sence. The fact that a power 
special might, no doubt, render it more simple under certain circumstances 
to trace the property subject to it, and so render it easier for the court to 
hold, on the construction of an ambiguous iustrument of execution, 
that a testator had actually intended to appoint certain property in 
whatever shape it might exist at the date of nis death. Th 
other distinction in tois respect between a general and special power. 
Twice, however, doubts had previously been, to some extent, ss as 
to the authority of Gale v. Gale and similar cases. His lordship allowed the 
costs out of the estate.—Counsat, J. Af. Stone; R. J. Parker; F. Stallard, 
Soxicrrors, Stones, Morris, ¢ Stone ; Aldous ¢ Welfare. 

[Reported by W. H. Daargn, Barrister-at-Law. | 
DOUGHERTY v. OATES. Buckley, J. 8th Deo. 


Venpor anp Pvurcrassr—Conprrions or Sane—Rescrssron—Misnerre- 
SENTATION—Onsrovs Oovaxnanta—Dvury or Vaenpor ro Drsciose— 
‘“‘Fareexotp Burmore Lanp"—OCovenanr weram Liucrep Tine ro 
Exrenp Sprcirrmep Amount or Monay on Buitvrve. 


Action. Some time previously to the 15th of December, 1899, bap 
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lots of land, hereinafter called Lot 2 aod Lot 3, were advertised 
xy auction at Goole, The sale took place on the 13th of December, 1599, 
subject to certain culars and conditions of sale, Such conditions 
included certain » conditions and also the general conditions of the 
Dewsbury County Court Distriet 








120 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Dec. 15, 1900. 














prior to the sale, and in the particulars of sale, Lots 2 and 3 were described 
as freehold building land. ‘Che 8th special condition was as follows: Lots 
2 and 3 are sold subject to certain reservations of mines . . . and also 
to certain other reservations, covenants, restrictions, and stipulations as to 
building, drainage, roads, carrying on trades, ond other matters contained 
in the conveyance of such respective lots to Alfred Moffatt, dated the lst 
and 2nd days of August, 1898, respectively, which conveyances are now 
roduced ; and the respective purchasers shall be deemed to have bought 
with full notice of the form, contents, and effect thereof, and the respec- 
tive purchasers shall covenant to observe such covenants, restrictions, 
and stipulations, and the condition provided for their indemnifying 
the vendors from liability in respect thereof, and forbad objection 
being made on account of non-observance of any of them. The 
time limited by the conditions for requisitions was ten days, and 
time was to be of the essence of the contract. The conditions provided 
for the payment by the purchaser of a deposit, and for forfeiture of the 
deposit and resale in the event of his failing to comply with the conditions. 
It appeared that the special conditions were read out, and the conveyances 
of August, 1898, produced at the auction before the sale, the deeds being 
held up and shewn to the audience, but it did not appear that there was 
any disclosure demanded or made of particulars of the contents. The 
general conditions were taken as read. The auctioneer stated that the 
purchaser of Lot 3 would have the privilege of erecting an hotel, and plans 
for such, which had been prepared for Moffatt, were shewn. The plaintiff 
was the highest bidder for, and was declared the purchaser of Lots 2 and 3 
at the price of £1,058 1s. 6d., and paid a deposit of £105 10:., and signed a 
contract at the foot of the particulars and conditions. The abstract of 
title was sent to the plaintiff on the lst of January, 1900. Oa the 
16th of January, 1900, the plaintiff's solicitors sent in requisitions on title, 
and asked for a copy of the contract and conditions of sale, which was sent 
to them. On the 23rd of January they raised the objection which led to 
this action being brought —viz., the plaintiff's position as purchaser uader 
the conveyances of August, 1898. They found in the conveyances of 
August a covenant binding Moffatt, his heirs or assigns, within two 
years from that date to erect an hotel of a letting value of not less 
than £35 or two dwelling-houses of yearly value of not iess than £25 each, 
and in the conveyance of the 2nd of August a similar covenant within two 
years from that date to expend £1,500 in erecting two dwelling-houses, 
and they insisted that these liabilities, which then remained unsatisfied, 
ought to have been disclosed at the sale. The vendor's solicitor relied on 
special condition 8 and on what took place at the sale as sufficient 
disclosare, and finally gave notice that the vendor would exercise the 
powers of forfeiture of the deposit and resale of the property unless the 
plaintiff completed his purchase. This action was thereupon brought for 
rescission of the contract on the ground of misrepresentation and for 
repayment of the deposit, and damages were also claimed. The defendants 
counterclaimed to exercise the above powers of forfeiture and resale and 
for damages. 
Bucxtey, J., said that this action was a result of the unfortunate 
practice which prevailed in some places of offering property for sale 
uader conditions which were read at the auction, but not disclosed before 
the auction. In his opinion the plaintiff was entitled to relief. When 
the vendor described what he offered as freehold building land, the vendor 
implied, and the purchaser was entitled to believe, that the land was 
bailding land on which the purchaser could build at any time he thought 
proper. subject it might be to restrictions about roads, frontage, and tne 
ike, but not subject to a building obligation like that in the case before 
his lordship. The case was analogous to Re Davis and Cavey (37 W. R. 217, 
40 Cn. D. 601), where property was put up for sale as business premises, 
and Stirling, J., held that the purchaser was entitled to have a property 
on which he could carry on business as he thought fit, and could not be 
forced to accept a property subject to restrictive covenants as to the 
carrying on of trade. There was a valuable passage as to the duty 
of disclosure in Re White and Smith (44 W. R. 424; 1896, 1 Ch. 637, 
641), where, after reading a passage from Reeve v. Berridge (36 W. R. 
517, 20 Q. B. D. 523, 527, 528), Stirling, J., said that it was primd 
facie the duty of the vendor to disclose all that was necessary to 
protect himself, and not the duty of the purchaser to make inquiry 
before entering into a contract. The vendor no doubt might produce 
a deed, and say to the purchaser,—There is tlis deed affecting the 
property, look at it for yourseif; and if the purchaser was given a fair 
chance of so doing he might be bound: Blenkhorn v. Penrose (29 W. B 
237), Coz v. Coventon (10 W. R. 829, 31 Beav. 378). Had the plaintiff a 
fair opportunity of diecoveriog what provisions the conveyances of August 
contained? His lordship referred to the rule laid down in Hyde v. Warden 
(26 W. R. 201, 3 Ex. D. 72), approved and followed in Reeve v. Berridge, 
and the conclusion of Stirling, J.’s, judgment in Re White and Smith, and 
said that a man had not a fair opportunity of ascertaining tne contents of 
deeds if he came into the auction room not even knowing the deeds 
existed.—Cownser, H. Terrell, Q.0., and Daniel Jones ; Astbury, Q.C., and 
Brintm. Sovicrrons, Seaton FP. Taylor, tor £. ¢ T. Clark, Goole ; Chester, 
Broome, & Griffiths, for [bberson, Heckmondwike. 
[Reported by J. F. Wavar, Barrister-at-Law.) 









the defendant the flat from the 25th of June to the 29th of September ¢ 
the rent of £4 10s. a week, and the defendant paid a week’s rent 
advance. A dispute arose between the parties, and the defendant x 
took possession. He pleaded in defence to the action that the plai 
could not recover, as there was no contract in writing to satisfy sectin 
of the Statute of Frauds. For the plaintiff it was contended that 
payment of a week’s rent in advance was a sufficient part performance 
the contract to satisfy the statute, and therefore no written memorand 
was necessary. Nunn v. Fabian (L. R. 1 Ch. 35) was relied on. 

Bicuam, J., eaid the contract was one which fell within section 4 of thy 
Statute of Frauds, and he thought the payment of a week’s rent 
advance clearly did not satisfy the proviso. It had been held that 
the contract was for the sale of land, the payment of part of the prigl 
did not take the case out of the statute, and, indeed, it seemed that ¢ 
payment of the whole price did not do so. He saw no difference bet 
payment of part of the purchase-money and the payment of part of ¢ 
rent, and therefore this action failed, and judgment would be entenj 
for the defendant with costs. —Counsrt, Boydell Houghton ; Cannd, 
Souicrrors, Booth & Smee ; Cunningham § Co. 

[Reported by Eusxivs Rew, Barrister-at-Law.1 


DISCOVERY AGENCY (LIM.) v. DRAKE. Bigham, J. 8th Dec. 


AcreemMent—Discovery Acrncy—C.iam™ To BE Parp ONE-THIRD oF Ppp. 
PERTY DiscOVERED AND ResTorep. 

Action set down under order 14. The plaintiff company sued to recove 
one-third the value of certain property which they alleged they had di, 
covered and restored to the defendant. The plaintiffs’ business wast 
discover property for other people and to receive for their rervicos a 
agreed share of the property so discovered. In 1898, a Mr. Terrell, who 
acted for the company, was making inquiries on behalf of a client when he 
was led to believe that certain shares unclaimed for the last eighteen yean 
in the Bank of Australasia were the property of the defendant. The sham 
register indicated that no demand in respect of shares registered in the 
name of G. T. Drake (Bicester) had been made for sometime. The plain. 
tiffs communicated with the defendant, who had removed from Bicester, and 
after some correspondence the defendant agreed to pay them one-third of 
any property recovered by them for him in a letter dated the 1st of October, 
1900, as foilows: ‘‘I mean to keep the shares, so I have to-day been to 
the bank to inquire about the share certificate; they have given me 
a new one. I gave them instructions at the same time to pay the 
arrears of dividends to my bankers,-and as soon as I hear from them 
that this has been done I propose to send you on behalf of your clients 
a cheque for £313 made up as follows: £116, being one-third of £348, the 
arrears of dividends, and £197, being one-third of the value of the eight 
shares at seventy-four.’’ It was subsequently discovered that the share 
certificates were in the defendant’s box at the bank, and he said that, 
although the plaintiffs were entitled to the one-third of the unclaimed 
interést on the shares, they were not entitled to one-third of the ca 
value of the shares also, because the certificates had never really been lost, 
as was supposed to be the case before they were found safe in his box at 
the bank. 

Bicuam, J., held that the clear words of the agreement in the letter of 
the 1st of October must be upheld. He did not agree that because the 
defeudant subsequently discovered the certiticates the shares were not 
restored by the plaintiffs within the meaning of that agreement, and he 
accordingly gave judgment for the plaintiffs for £197, in addition to the 
£116 paid into court by the defendant.—CownszL, Je//, Q.C., and Pollard; 
James For. Soxscrrors, A’ Becket, Terrell, § Co; Hughes ¢ Masterman. 
[Reported by Exsxine Reup, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MACAN v MACAN. Bigham, J. 8th Dec. 


Hvuspanp AND Wire—SeraraTioN Deep—WEEKLY ALLOWANCE IN ARREAB 
—Resumprion or CoHABITATION—SuBsEQuENT SEPARATION—RIGHT OF 
Wire ro Sve vor Arrears Prior To REconciviaTIoN, 


Action set down under order 14 to recover arrears of instalments undg 
a separation deed, and the question was whether a reconciliation deprived 
the wife of the right to cluim arrears. The parties agreed to live apart 
under a deed of separation by which the plaintiff was to receive a weekly 
allowance. After a time they came together again, but had recently again 
separated. At the time of the resumption of co-habitation the husband 
was twenty-six weeks in arrears with his payments. The plaintiff con- 
tended that though the resumption of co-habitation put an end to the deed 
it did not deprive her of the right to sue for the instalments due at the 
time she returned to her husband. The husband in his defence pleaded 
that the reconciliation put an end not only to the deed, but extin- 
guished the plaintiff’s right to sue for instalments due prior to the 
reconciliation. 

Bicuam, J., held the subsequent cohabitation did not amount to an 
accord in eatisfaction of the breach of covenant. Rowell v. Rowell (1900, 
1Q. B. 9) was distinguishable from the present case. There the money 
bad become due after the cobabitation had been resumed. Judgment, 
therefore, for the plaintiff.—Counser, Lynch ; Ellis Hill and 0, BE. Jones 
Soxicirons, Ewbank, Partington, § Lewis; C. W. Saffell. 

(Reported by Easxine Rev, Barrister-at-Law.)} 




































High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 

| 

THURSBY ». ECCLES. Bigham, J. 8th Dec. 

Sratcte or Fuaros, s. 4—Acaerment to Rewt a Funwuenen Frar—' 
Payuest oy One Week's Rent ts Anvance—Berone Extny Derenpant | 
Rercotates Contaact—No Memonzannum—Acrtion sor MAInTaInanie. | 
Action set down under order 14 to recover rent of furnished flat. On 
the 17th of June, 1900, the plaintiff agreed with the defendant to let to 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re KERLY AND OTHERS (SOLICITORS). Farwell, J. 7h Dec. 


Paactice—Soricrtor’s Unpeataxinea 10 Enresx Arrgananor in Lasv oF 
Seuvics oy Watr—Detay Excazpina Twetve Montus—Avruoriry oF 
Ouient to Souicrron—Wauir oy Atracumuent—R, 8. O. VIII. 1, 1X. 
XIL. 18. 


This was a motion for an order that Mrs. A., the plaintiff in an action 
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of Anderson Vv. Tarbutt and Quentin, might be at liberty to issue a writ or 
writs of attachment againet a firm of solicitors and its members under 
BR. 8. C. ord. 12, r. 18, for not entering an appearance in the action in 
uance of their written undertaking todo so. The motion was purely 
formal, there being no suggestion of any improper conduct upon the 
of the firm. The writ in the action was issued on the 
Bd of February, 1899, and by it the plaintiff, as executrix of 
Mr. A. deceased, claimed (inter alia) an account of profits made 
by the defendants T. and Q. on the resale by them of certain 
property purchased or agreed to be purchased by them and resold to the 
Nigel Deep Gold Mining Co. The writ was endorsed with the followin 
memorandum: ‘‘ We accept service for the defendants Tarbutt an 
Quentin and will enter appearance in due course. Kerly, Son, & 
Verden, 24.2.99.’’ Various negotiations fora settlement took place, and, 
owing to s.me of the parties concerned being resident in Johannesburg, 
by consent the time for entering appearance was extended until the 30th 
of April, 1899. Nothing more appeared to have done until October, 1900, 
when the negotiations were put an end to by the refusal of the plaintiff to 
accept an offer which had been made by the defendants on the 24th of 
February, 1899. The plaintiff’s advisers then called upon Messrs. Kerly, 
Son, & Verden to enter an appearance for the defendants pursuant 
to their undertaking. Correspondence ensued, the result of which 
was that the respondents contended that, owing to the time that 
had elapsed, the action had expired, and their undertaking had ceased to 
be binding upon them. The respondents having refused to orm their 
undertaking, this motion was launched with the object of compelling them 
todo so. in answer to the motion, they said that they had applied to 
their clients for instructions as to entering an appearance for them, and 
the clients had informed them that in view of the long delay on the part 
of the plaintiff, they regarded the action as at an end, and directed the 
respondents not to enter such appearance. They also stated that since 
the service of the notice of motion the defendants had, at their request, 
instructed them to do what the court thought fit under the circumstauces 
to direct. It appears that the real object of the refusal of the defendants 
to allow appearance to be entered was to oblige the plaintiff to commence 
another action, to which they would be able to plead the Statute of Limita- 
tions, as the original cause of action arose in 1893 or early in 1894. The 
real question was, what period of time was sufficient to put an end to the 
solicitor’s undertaking; it depended to some extent upon ord. 8, r. 1, 
which provides that no writ of summons shall be in force for more than 
twelve months from the date thereof, but that under circumstances it may 
be renewed by the leave of the court; and upon ord. 9, r. 1, which pro- 
vides that no service of writ shall be required when the defendant by 
his solicitor undertakes in writing to accept service and enters an 
appearance in writing. For the respondents it was submitted that the 
plaintiff, after allowing so much time fo go by, must put them into a 
position to perform the undertaking ; and that as the limit for the service 
of a writ is one year from the date of the writ, that limit must be taken 
to apply to the performance of a solicitor’s undertaking which is in lieu 
of personal service. 

Farwett, J., after referring to the facts, raid that if the writ were to 
be treated as having lapsed now, in all probability a new writ would be 
met by a plea of the Statute of Limitations, which did not appear to 
apply to the cause of action under the present writ. It was said 
first on behalf of the solicitors that, having regard to ord. 8, r 1, 
no writ now existed. In his lordship’s opinion that rule meant that 
the writ was in force for the purposes of service for twelve months, 
not that after that period it ceased to be efficacious for any 
oe whatever. So far as the first point was concerned, there- 
ore, it was not sound. The real question was, what was the effect 
of the undertaking to enter an appearance? His lordship then referred to 
ord. 9, r. 1, and said that the object of that rule was to provide for the 
case of persons who did not desire to be served personally. The under- 
taking was really a contract entered into by an agent, but differing from 
an ordinary contract in this, that there was a liability on the part of the 
agent to a motion for attachment in the event of his failing to perform it. 
In his lordship’s opinion the contract was binding for the period of six 
years. ‘the defendants had given the solicitors authority. It was in 
reality their contract, and uf could not now withdraw their authority 
and so render their agents liable to imprisonment. The real answer on 
the question of delay was that either party was in a position to put an end 
to it at any time. There was no equity on one side or the other. It was 
‘® mere question of the effect of the rules and the construction of the 
contract. The — were entitled to tucceed.—Counsgi, Upjohn, 
Q.0., and Gore Brown; Jenkins, QC., and Kerly. Soxicrrors, Lough- 
borough, Gedge, Nisbet, ¢ Drew ; Kerly, Son, ¢ Verden. 

| Reported by W. H. Draran, Barrister-at-Law. | 








At the Mansion House police-court on Tuesday, Mr. John Greenfield, 
& solicitor, underwent a tine! examination on a charge of having 
- omg to hie own use certain moneys entrusted to him by Miss Eliza 
og al The Lord Mayor committed the defendant for trial, admitting 
' or , 


Lady barristers in Paris, says the Paris correspondent of the Daily 

ess, are not likely to remain long in a briefless condition. A burgiar, 

on being told by the a that he might choose his own advocate, 

replied: ‘** Well, I take Mile. Chauvin.” “Mlle, Chauvin is not yet 

Sworn in,”’ said the judge. ‘* Mme. Petit, then.’’ ‘Mme. Petit, although 

Sworn in, is not yet eligible to plead.” Al right, I can wait till she is able 
© my case,”’ And, exercising his right, the prisoner refused to be 

tried till he could be represented by his fair counsel. | 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
COUNTY COURTS, ENGLAND. 
Procedure, 
TuE County Count Ruizes (Noysmser), 1900, parep Novemser 27, 1900. 


These Rules may be cited as the County Court Rules (November), 1900, 
or each Rule may be cited as if it had been one of the County Court Rules, 
1889, and had been numbered therein by the number of the Order and Rule 
placed in the margin opposite each of these Rules. 

An Order and Rule referred to by number in these Rules sha!] mean the 
Order ard Rule so numbered in the County Court Rules, 1889, or in any 
County Court Rules of subsequent date, as the case may be. 

These Rules shall be read and construed as if they were contained in the 
County Court Rules, 1889. The forms in the Appendix shall be used as if 
they were contained in the — to the County Court Rules, 1889, and 
when it is so expressed shall used instead of the corresponding forms 
contained in such last-mentioned Appendix, or in the Appendix to any 
County Court Rules of subsequent date, as the case may be. 

Where any Rule or form hereby annulled is referred to in any of the 
County Court Rules, 1899, or in any County Court Rules of subsequent date, 
or the Appendices thereto, the reference to such Rule or form shall be 
construed as referring to the Rule or form prescribed to be used in lieu 


ORDER X. 
Speciat Derencss. 


1. Amendment of Order X., Rule 18a.] The following words shall be 
inserted in Order X., Rule 18a, after the words “ set forth,” viz. :— 
(except in the case provided for by Rule 14a of this Order). 


ORDER XI. 
Cua ror Contrisution, InpEemnyrry, &c. 


2. Amendment of Order XI, Rule1.] The following paragraph shall be 
added at the end of Order XI., Rule 1, viz.:— 

(2.) Where the original action has been commenced by default summons, 
the defendant shall not be entitled to serve a notice under this rule before he 
gives notice of intention to defend; and on the filing of the notice the 
registrar shall seal and deliver to the defendant a duplicate of the notice of 
the day on which the action will be tried, and the defendant shall serve the 
same with the notice of his claim. 


ORDER XI. 
InTERLOCUTORY AND INTERIM Orpgas AND PRockrEpINnes. 


3. Ord-+ XII., Rule 10a. Application for order that loss of bill shali not 
be set up.] An application under section 70 of the Bille of Exchange Act, 
1882 [45 & 46 Vict. c. 61, s. 70], in amy action or erty upon a bill, for 
an order that the loss of the instrument shall not be set up, may be made to 
the judge or registrar at any time before the hearing of the action, on notice 
in wri in accordance with the next following rule, supported by affidavit, 
a copy of which shall be served with the notice. If not so made, it may, by 
leave of the judge, be made at the hearing. In dealing with any such 
application, the judge or registrar shall be taken into consideration any offer 
of indemnity proved to have been made on behalf of the applicant, and may 
grant the application upon such terms as to payment of costs by the 
applicant, postponement of the trial, and otherwise, as may be just. 

Order X1I., Rule 12, from the words “no hearing fee ” to the end of the 
‘ule, is hereby annulled, and the following rule, Order XII., Rule 16, shall 
stand in lieu thereof :— 

4. Order XII., Rule 16. Provisions es to hearing fee in case of adjournment.) * 
No hearing fee shall be taken where the trial of any action or matter is 
postponed or adjourned once before the action or matter is called on for 
hearing, or after it is called on, but before it is opened; but if a second 
postponement or adjournment is granted, or an adjournment is granted 
after an action or matter has been called on for hearing and opened, the 
hearing fee must be paid. 


_ thereof. 


ORDER XVII. 
CuanGs or Parriss. 

5. Order XVII., Rule 2 (2). Provision for cases where change of plaintif’’s 
title affects more actions than one. Form 112a.) The following paragraph 
shall be added to Order XVII., Rule 2, viz. :— 

(2.) Where, by reason of one and the same event, any person becomes 
entitied to give notice under the last preceding rule in more actions or 
matters than one, such person may give one notice only in respect of all or 
any of such actions or matters, specitying in a schedule to such notice all the 
actions or matters in respect of which such notice is given ; and in serving a 
copy of such notice on any defendant in any such action or matter, it shall 
be sufficient to set forth such _ me | of such notice as affects such 
defendant, without setting forth the rest of such notice. 


ORDER XXIII. 
JuDGMENTS AND ORDERS. 


6. Order XXIUI, Rule 8b. Order for of money recovered, and of 
costs to b¢ taxed.] Where judgment is given or an order made 
recovery or payment of a sum of money exceeding twenty 
costs, such judgment or order may direct such sam of money to 
forthwith or within fourteen clear days from the date of the judgment or 
order, and direct. the costs to be taxed and paid forthwith or within 
fourteen qeer tage citer taxation. 
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ORDER XXV. 
ENFORCEMENT OF JUDGMENTS AND ORDERS. 


7. Order XXV., Rule Ta. Separate executions for money recovered and for 
costs. (Conf. R.8.C., Order XIII., Rule 18.)] Where judgment is given or 
an order made for the recovery or payment of a sum of money re 
twenty pounds and costs, and directs such sum of money to be pai 
forthwith or within fourteen clear days from the date of the judgment or 
order, and the costs to be taxed and paid forthwith or within fourteen clear 
days ufter taxation, a warrant of execution may, in default of payment, 
issue for the recovery of the sum and costs after the latter have been taxed : 
or, if default is made in payment of the sum of money before the costs have 
been taxed, separate warrants may issue for the recovery of such rum on 
default in payment thereof and for the recovery of the costs after the same 
have been taxed and default has been made in payment thereof; but a 
second warrant shall only be for costs, and shall not be issued before the 
expiration of eight days from the issue of the first warrant. 

8. Order XXV., Rule 106. Joinder of several actions or persons in one 
application, and notice of order thereon. Forms 1154 (1), 115d (1).] Where, 
in any case mentioned in the two last preceding rules, a party alleges 
himself to be entitled by reason of one and the same change or other cause 
to enforce the judgments or orders in more actions or matters than one, or 
to enforce a judgment or order against more persons than one, he 
may make one application only for leave to issue the nec process in all 
or any of such actions or matters, or against all or any of such persons, 

ifying in a schedule to such application all the actions or matters in 
respect of which such application is made, or all the persons in respect of 
whom such application is made ; and one order only may be made on such 
application in respect of all or any of such actions or matters, or all or any 
such persons ; and in serving notice of any such order on any person affected 
thereby, it shall be sufficient to set forth such part only of such order as 
affects such person, without setting forth the rest of such order. 

9. Order XXV., Rule 21a. Hearing fee in case of adjournment.) The 
following words shall be added to Order XXV., Rule 2la (Rule 34 of May, 
1899), viz. : — 

The provisions of Order XII., Rule 16, as to the hearing fee in case of 
adjournment, shall apply to the adjournment of the hearing of a judgment 
surmmons. 

ORDER XXXVIIIa. 


Proceepincs 1x APPEALS UNDER THE Finance Act, 1894, Section 10. 


10. Order XXXVIIIa., Rulell. Proceedings for determination of disputes 
under 57 d: 58 Vict. c. 30, s. 14.) Proceedings for the determination of a 
dispute as to the proportion of estate duty to be borne by any property or 
person under section 14 of the Finance Act, 1894, shall be commenced by 
plaint and summons in the ordinary way, in which the person claiming to 
recover the amount in dispute shall be plaintiff, and the person resisting such 
payment shal] be defendant. Particulars of demand shall be filed in every 

pr ing, and shall state concisely the nature of the dispute and the 
relief or order which the plaintiff claims. 


ORDER XXXIXa. 
Tue Mezrcuant Suirrine (Pirworace) Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 68.) 


11. Order XXXIXa., Rule 7. References in Order XXXIXa. how eagiea 
References in this Urder to Merchant Shipping (Pilotage) Act, 1889, s 

be read and construed as referring to the corresponding provisions of the 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 [57 & 58 Vict. c, 6b.) 


XXXIXz. 
ApuiraLty AcrTions. 
Execution against Vessel. 


12. Amendment of Order XXXIXb., Rule 40. Remuneration of appraiser. | 
Order XXXIX+., Rule 40, irom the words ‘‘ The appraiser shall be allowed ’ 
to the end of the rule, is hereby annulled, and the following words shall 
stand in lieu thereof :-— 

The LL Compe shall be allowed such remuneration and expenses as may be 

i ay a ee ae So ee ae Geemeaas => Stare. See ae 
fs default of any remuneration being so prescribed, he shall be allowed 10s. 
per cent. on the appraised value of the vessel, and a reasonable sum for 
travelling expenses and maintenance. 


ORDER XIa. 


Tuz AocxziccttvraL Hoitpincs (Exotanp) Acts, 1883 ro 1900, &c, 


Order XLa.—Order XL., and Forms 31la, 312, and 3122, are hereby 
annulled, and the following Order and forme shall stand in lieu thereof 

13. Rulel. Appointment or change of guardian for purpose of Agricultural 
Holdings Acts.) (1.) An application for the appointment or change of a 
guardian of an infant or person of unsound mind not so found by inquisition 
for the purposes of the Agricultural Holdings (England) Acts, 1883 [46 & 
47 Vict. ¢. 61 s. 25) to 1900 (im this Order referred to as the said Acts), 
shall be intitaled in the matter of the Acts and of the arbitration or 
imtended arbitration, and shall be made in accordance with the rules for the 
=n) adlioe (0 as to interlocutory applications. 

(2.) i (Conf. Forms 64a, es. Any such application shall be 
supported by affidavit, and accompanied by a writin conseut of the proposed 
gusrdian to act as such. 

(3.) Applications ez parte.) An lication on behalf of an infant or 
person of unsound mind for the appointment of « guardian may be made 


c+ @ 
is Application on notice, (Cond. Order VIla., Rule 1 (5), and Forme @4e, 





64f, 647.)] An application by any other person interested for the apy 
ment of a jan of an infant or person of unsound mind shall be 
to the judge on notice in writing; and woman, shall be made to the 
on notice in writing ; and such notice, together with a copy of the tide 
in support of the pare shall three clear days at least before the 
in such notice named for hearing the application be served on the p 
with whom or under whose care such infant or person of unsound ming 
residing, and also, in the case of an infant not residing with or under 
care of his father or guardian, on the father or guardian (if any) of 
infant: Provided, that the registrar may dispense with such last-menti 
service. Service may be effected in accordance with the provisions of seotiy 
2 28) the Agricultural Holdings (England) Act, 1883 [46 & 47 Vict. ¢, 
8. 28]. 

(5.) An application for the removal or change of a guardian shall 
made to the judge on notice in writing, which shall be served on 
guardian proposed to be removed or changed, or his solicitor, in accord 
with the last preceding paragraph. 

14. Rule 2. Application for order to state case. 63 §¢ 64 Vict. o, § 
Sched. 2, Part 1, par. 9. Form 3116.) (1.) An application to the ju 
under the said Acts for an order directing an arbitrator to state in the for 
of a special case for the opinion of the court any question of law arising iy 
the course of the arbitration shall be made in court on notice in writ 
which shall be intituled in the matter of the Acts and of the arbitration 
and shall state concisely the question of law which the applicant desires 
be stated for the opinion of the court, and shall be supported by an affidayit 
setting forth the facts of the case and the question of law arising thereon, 

(2.) The application and affidavit shall be filed with the registrar, g 
shall be marked by the registrar with a reference number, and all subsequent 
proceedings shall bear the reference number. 

(3.) Copies of the application and affidavit shall be served by the applic 
on the parties to the arbitration, and on the arbitrator, or on their res 
solicitors (if any), ten clear days at least before the hearing of the application, 
unless the judge or registrar shall give leave for shorter service, in whic 
case a copy of the order giving such leave shall be served with the copy 
the application. Such service may be effected in accordance with th 

rovisions of section 28 of the Agricultural Holdings (England) Act, 168} 
46 & 47 Vict. c. 61, s. 28]; and service on any party who does not ap 
on the hearing of the application shall be proved before an order is maa 

(4.) Any affidavit intended to be used by any party in opposition to th 
application shall be filed and a copy thereof shall be served on the appli 
or his solicitor four clear days at least before the hearing of the application, 
or, if leave has been given for short service of the notice of the applica 
in such reasonable time before the hearing as the date of service of 
notice will allow. 

(5.) A deponent to an affidavit shall on notice from the other side servel 
in accordance with paragraph 3 attend the hearing for cross-examination; 
and witnesses may be orally examined on the hearing of the application ia 
the same manner as on the hearing of an action. 

(6.) The order of the judge on the application shall be settled and signed 
by the registrar, and shall be sealed and filed, and signed copies thered 
shall be served on the arbitrator in accordance with the provisions of section 
28 of the Agricultural Holdings (England) Act, 1883 [ie & 47 Vict. c. 

8. 28] and all other persons affected thereby in accordance with Ruled 
Order XXIII. 

15. Rule 3. Statement of case. 63 § 64 Vict, ¢. 50, Sched. 2, Part 1, 
par.9, (Conf. R.S.C. Order XXXIV., Rulel.)] (1.) Where an arbitrator 
under the said Acts states in the form of a special case for the opinion of the 
court any question of law arising in the course of the arbitration (whether 
on his own motion or in pursuance of a direction of the court to that effect), 
such case shall be intituled in the matter of the Acts and of the arbitra’ 
and shall be divided into paragraphs numbered consecutively 
shall state concisely such facts and documents as may be n to 
enable the judge to decide the questions of law raised very Upon the 
argument of such case the judge and the parties shall be at liberty to ref 
to the whole contents of such documents, and the judge shall be at liberty 
to draw from the facts and documents stated in the case any intnet 
whether of fact or of law, which might have been drawn therefrom 
proved at the hearing of an arbitration. 

(2.) Signing and fing] Such special case shall be signed by the arbitrator, 
and may be filed by the arbitrator or any of the parties to the arbitration 
with the registrar, and a copy shall be filed therewith for the use of the 
judge; and such case shall be marked by the registrar with a refereno 
number (which, where a case is stated in pursuance of an order of the court 
to that effect, shall be the same as that on the application for such direction) 
and all subsequent proceedings shall bear the reforence number. 

(3.) Fixing day for hearing. (Order XL., Rule5.) (Conf. R.S.C., Orda 
XXXIV., Rule 6.) Form 31le,] On a case being filed the registrar 
transmit a thereof to the judge, who shall, as soon as conveniently 
be, appoint a day and hour for hearing the case, and instruct the registrar 
give notice thereof forthwith to the parties. Such day shall be so fixed # 
to allow such notice to be given ten days at least before the day fixed for the 
hearing, unless the judge shall, with consent of all parties, fix an 
day ; and such notices may be served in accordance with the provisions of 
section 28 of the Agricultural Holdings (England) Act, 1883 [46 & 47 Vick 
c. 61, 6, 28}. 

(4.) Cople of case.) The registrar shall, on the application and at the 
cost of any party, furnish him with a copy of th , 

(5.) Order on hearing. Form 311d.) the hearing of the case an ord@ 
in accordance with the opinion of the judge shall be settled and signed by 
the registrar, and shall be sealed and filed, und signed copies thereof shall be 
pervod on all parton tothe arbitration in uccordanco with Rule 5 of Orde 





XXIIL. ; a sent copy thereof shall be sent in like manner to the 
arbitrator, for him to proceed in accordance with the opinion of the judge 
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Remitting case for re-sta 
or for re-statement or 





the said Acts for the removal of an apbitrator on 
duct, or for an order setting aside an award on the 


4 of misconduct of the arbitrator, or on the ground that the arbitration 


“the applicant” ; and all other parties to the arbitration, and 
shall be made parties to the application, and shall be called 


how commenced, Form 3\1e. Proceedings shall be com- 
soed by filing an application. intituled in the matter of the Acts and of 


‘ars and afidavits,| Particulars shall be appended or annexed 


ng 

concise statement of the relief or order which the applicant claims, 
and of the grounds on which the application is e: 

e full names and addresses of the respondents and of the applicant, 
and of his solicitor, if the proceedings are commenced through 4 


shall be supported by an affidavit setting forth the 
ch and the grounds on which the application is made. 
d respondents.) The applicant shall deliver to the 


and the application 
giroumstances in whi 
Copies for judge an 

with the applica’ 


te set aside an award, the applicant shall file a copy of the 
use of the judge. 
day of hearing by registrar.) On the filing of the application 
shall fix the hearing thereof before the judge for any court 
be held within twenty-eight days from the date of the applica- 
te of hearing shall be so fixed as to allow the copies of the 
iculara, and affidavit to be served on the respondents at least 
the date so fixed. 

(.) Fising day and place 
available, the registrar shall 


as soon as conveniently may be, appoint a 
Such day shall be so fixed as to 


least ten clear days before t 
the place at which 
convenient court of 

(1.) Notice to parties. 
the application being 
writing to the applic 
at which the app 
application, particu 
on the respondents, toge 
under the seal of the court, 
onand at which the appli 
not attend in person or 
proceedings taken as the ju 


the court is held, or, if the ju 
which he is judge. 


xed, the registrar shall give or send = post notice in 
t, stating the place at which and the 
lication will be heard, and shall issue the copies of the 


ars, and affidavit, un 
ther with notices signed by the registrar himself and 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CuristTmas VACATION, 1900. 


There will be no sitting in court during the Christmas Vacation. 
Obristmas Vacation all applications 
be immediately or promptly heard” are to be 

December 31st inclusive, to the Honourable Mr. Justice Farwell, and 
after that date to the Honourable Mr. J ustice Buckley. 

Mr. Justice Farwell will act as Vacation Ju from Saturday, 


December 22nd, to Monday, Dece 
n Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Friday, December 


%th. On other days, within the above period, applications in urgent 


matters may be made to his lordship by post or rail. 

Mr. Justice Buckley will act as Vacation J by a from Tesateg, 
January Ist, 1901, to ‘Thursday, January 10th, both days inclusive. 
lordship will sit in Queen's Bench Judges’. Cham | 
January 4th. On other days, within the above period, applications in urgent 
matters may be made to bis lordship b re or rail. 
great urgency the brie’ be sent to the | will 
t or parcel, prepaid, accom ed by office copies of 
the affidavits in support of the application, 
wparate sheet of paper, 
the applicant entitled to, 

, addressed as follows: ** Chancery 
in Vacation, Ohancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of 
Justice, London, W.0.”’ 
cations for injunctions, 
a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 
sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 


can be obtained on app! 
Room 136, Royal Course of Justice. 
The chambers of Mr. Justice Ooxen 


for vacation business only, from 10 to 2 on Thursday, 
, December 28, 1900; ‘Tuesday, January 1 ; Wednesday, January 2 ; 


Tharsday, Januar 





tement.] The judge may remit the case to the 


further statement. 
r removal of arbitrator, or to set aside award, 


, Part 1, pars. 6, 13.] (1.) When application is 


perly procured, the party making the application 


be entered and numbered as @ plaint. 


tion, particulars, and affidavit a copy thereof for 
each respondent to be served; and where the 


of hearing by judge.) If there is no such court 
send notice of the re gery to the judge, who 
ay and _— for the hear- 

sow the copies of 

and affidavit to be served on the respondents at 
he date so fixed. The place of hearing shall be 
ta so orders any other 


Forms 311f, 31lg.] On the day for the hearing of 


y and hour on 
der the seal of the court, for service 


stating the oes at which and the day and hour 
tion will be heard, and that if the respondents do 
by their solicitors, such order will be made and 
dge may think just and expedient. 
(To be continued.) 


Notice. 


‘¢ which may require to 
made until Monday, 


mber 3ist, both days inclusive. His 


on F riday, 


of counsel may 


and also by a minute, on & 
signed by counsel, of the order he may consider 


and also an envelope capable of receiving the 
Official Letter: To the 


in addition to the above, & copy of the 


ge for the time being acting as Vacation Judge 
ication at the Ohancery kegistrars’ Chambers, 


s-Hardy (Division G. to N.) will be 
December 27 ; 


d Friday, January 4, 1901. 
re’ Office, Royal Courts of Justice, 
December, 1900. 














LAW SOCIETIES. 
LAW ASSOCIATION. 











A meeting of the direc 
Thursday, the 6th inst., 


general business 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Dec. 10.—Mr. R. 0. N chair.—Mr. E. F. Spence moved : 


“That all assaults with vio 

Mr, Neville Tebbutt o 

R. E. B. Haydn, O. 
and P. 


Monday next Mr. 
the prohibition by the 
the new borough councils. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 
nthly meeting of the 


Law Institucion, Chancer, 


Mr. T. Masgrave F 
sent were: Messrs. 
ugustus, Helder, M. 


J.P., Sidney Smith 
sum of £335 was 
were admitted to the 


ne-Jackson, J. F. W. Galbraith, C. H. Hicks, 
B. motion carried 


board of directors of 
on Wednesday, 
The 


rancis (Cambridge) in the chair. 
Whitehaven), John 


Hoilams, Richard Penni 
and J. T. Scott (secretary). 


general business 








HMENT FOR PROBATES. 
by the Council of 
rovincial Law Societies : 
recently made to the 
making it ona 


PAPER OR PARC 


Tux following letter has 
Law Society to the P 
communication which you 


the Incorporated 


with will annexed, I 
representation to the 
Council and to a large number of the pro’ 


wear and tear to 


by post to and from 
of becoming torn or mutilated as 
— apres the use ; hed a 

at the option of appli t was out 
had been sdduced for 


effect in court tae President of the Probate 


and apparently the 
would be effected 
will of course be 
be realized and it should be 
will not stand the necessary 
Council that, inasmuch as 
bates, &c., there is no 
etermine for themselves W 
President stated that 


e 
5 


"48 
Lt 


rf 
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4 
44 


S 
7 


for all practical 
examination of the i by the Council does not 


Council that many practiti 
bate engrossments 
reported 
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i 
a2 


EREe 
eeche 
Bete 


of the will and not to the 
and inasmuch as the 
ed to the paper gran 
d that the risk of 


to the Council that in 
and their clients 
change, in spite 
regretted. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. R. G. Giewnn, LL.B., barrister, died on Saturday. He was 
educated at Cambridge and was called to the bar in 1867 and was, a few 
years ago, appointed the first Recorder of Croydon. He was the author of 
** A Manual of the Laws Affecting Medical Men.”’ 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvuTions. 


Gsorce Kesse.t and Grorcz Munro Mriter, solicitors (George Kebbell 
& Miller), 85, Gracechurch- street, London. Dec. 7. 


Joun WuirnaM and Brian Newett Hespen, rolicitors (Whitham & 
Hebden), Ripon. Nov. 1. [ Gazette, Dec, 7. 





GENERAL, 


Mr. Justice Phillimore has been absent from court owing to indisposition 
during some days of this week. 


Replying to the request of the Richmond Town Council for the 
immediate establishment of a county court at Richmond, the Lord 
Chancellor, says the St James’s Gazette, has intimated that itis in con- 
templation instead to replace the present Wandsworth County Court by a 
large and central one at Clapham Junction, which would cover a wider 
district and hold much more frequent sittings than would be possible at 
local courts. 


A Babu couneel, says the Globe, lately pleaded before an Indian judge 
in these words: “I stand,’’ he said, ‘‘ under the shoes of my client, and 
T cannot allow my enemy to raise a castle in the air by beating about the 
bush.” The client in question was a poor widow, ‘‘ with only one post- 
mortem son,’’ and she had been deprived by the other party to the suit of 
** valuable leather—the leather of her nose.’’ Tue poor old woman had 
previously had a terrible tanning. 


An Iowa attorney, says the Central Law Journal, advertises himself as 
follows: ‘‘Am the legal redheaded Napoleon of the slope. Have no 
Waterloos. Freckled somewhat, but temperate, steady. Paradise to me 
is a lawsuit at white heat. Always legally armed and in the saddle, 
References given. A willing payer is nature’s noblest effort. Practise 
in every court in the western hemisphere; perfect titles, and buy and 
sell mortgages, make loans and collections.’’ 


Mr. Justice Day, says the St. James’s Gazette, was sitting very late at 
assizes one night, and the members of the bar became restless as the night 
wore on and the judge shewed no sign of leaving the court. At lasta 
daring barrister handed a slip of paper to Mr. Justice Day, who smiled on 
reading it and at once announced that the court was adjourned. The note 
ran :— 


Try men by night! my lord, forbear ; 
Think what the wicked world will say, 

Methinks I hear th. -ogues declare 
That justice was not done by Day. 


At the Leeds Assizes, on Friday in last week, before Wright, J., 
William George Collingwood, soli.itor, pleaded guilty to forging the 
endorsement on a banker's cheque for £6,500, and also to stealing the 
cheque, it being the property of the Lord Mayor, aldermen, and citizens 
of Sheffield, and to other charges of larceny. ‘The various charges against 
the prisoner, says the Times related to transactions extending over the 
period from the 21st of December, 1898, to May, 1900. It was stated that 
the mer qualified as a rolicitor in 1890, when he became conveyancing 
clerk to the town clerk of Cardiff. In 1893 he got into practice at Bristol, 
and eventually obtained employment in the office of the town clerk at 
Sheffield. The learned judge said that the case was a very serious one, 
and sentonced the prisoner to seven years’ penal servitude. 


Mr. W. J. Faraday, writing to the Times as a person who has had 
considerable expe ience as a juryman, county court, common, special, and 
even grand, says that ‘‘It is not unusual to adjust differences of opinion 
on damages by averaging, and it is, of course, theoretically possible that 
the items contributed might vary from £780, or less, to £10,000, or more. 
But there is always, according to my experience, a preliminary discussion 
which discloses the ideas of the extreme men ; and the probability will be 
that the eleven moderate men would make reductions in their own 
contributions to the average so as to counterbalance the erratic influence 
of the too sympathetic man. But during the present year I have served 
on several special juries in more than one part of the County Palatine, the 
defendants variably representatives of very large capitalist enter- 
prises, and the claims for considerable sums Yet in the whole series of 
cases the test difference between the minimum and mazimum proposal 
in any average was only £200.” 


More than one law, it seems, says the St. James’s Gazette, has been 
passed without the provision of the machinery to carry it out. One of 
the Acts of the last Parliament, affecting every farmer in England, entails 
upon county councils the duty of issuing licences and registration plates 
for certain agricultural machinery, but the new law was in operation three 
months b+ fore the Local Government Board woke up to the fact and 
notified the county councils of their new duties. Thousands of farmers 
were put between the devil and the deep sea—liable to proeecution for not 
holding licences which were not in existence! Licences were got ready 
as soon as possible, but for twelve weeks nearly every farmer in England 
was breaking the law without anybody being able to punish him. te was 


the same with the Inebriates Act, which established homes to be carried 
on under Home Office regulations. When the magistrates began to set 
the law in motion it was suddenly discovered that these regulations were 
missing, and for months offenders had to be acquitted, sometimes after 
conviction, because the law could not be put in force. 


The case of Jackson v. Jackson, recently decided by the Court of Appel 
of Kentucky, is, says the Central Law Journal, an amusing example of the 
length to which counsel in vigorously contested criminal cases will go in 
sensational appeals and arguments to the jury. It appeared that one of 
the attorneys for the Commonwealth, duriug his argument, laid down upon 
the floor and hallooed at the top of his voice: ‘‘ Van Owens, come here 
and strike me with that club!’ and called upon others to come and 
strike him with a ‘‘ board heart.’’ The Oourt of Appeals, while of the 
opinion that this was an unusual position for counsel to assume in arguing 
to a jury, said that the court could not attempt, in a matter of that kind, 
to regulate counsel in his effort to demonstrate a proposition, or to call 
vividly before a jury facts which he believes the testimony establishes; 
that the court could not regulate counsel in the argument of a case in the 
manner of gestures and attitudes, nor direct when he should modulate his 
voice or increase its tone, and therefore they did not believe that any 
error was committed at the trial prejudicial to the substantial rights of 
the appellant. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reaistrars 1s ATTENDANCE ON 











AppEaL Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
No, 2. KEKEWICH. Byrne. 
Mr. Greswell Mr. Farmer Mr. Lavie 
Church i Cc 
Ghureh — a 
n 
Greswell —- vie 
Church King Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Harpy. Farwe.u. BuckLey. JOYCE, 
Monday, Dec. .........0+ 17 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Godfrey Mr, h Mr. Beal 
eae 18 Jackson Leach Be Pugh 
Wednesday 19 Pemberton Godfrey Pugh Leach 
Thursday . 20 Jack Leach Beal Godfrey 
EIEN inion snschcedeoebins 21 Pemberton Godfrey Pugh King 
| OER 22 Jackson Leach Beal Farmer 


The Christmas Vacation will on Monday, the 24th day of December, 1900, 
and terminate on Saturday, the 5th day of January, 1901, both days inclusive. 











THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Dec. 18.—Messrs, H. E. Fostrr & Cranriexp, the Lease and Goodwill of the business of a 
ae Solicitor, Robt. Wilson, Esq, London. (See advertisement, this week, 
ack page. 


Dec. 20 ee E, Foster & Cranviz.p, at the Mart, at 2: 


ONS: 
To Thirty-three-sixty-fourth of a Trust Fund, value £5,521; lady aged 71. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Hammond & Richards, London. : 

To One-fourteenth of a Trust Fund in Oolonial and Foreign Stock, value 
£159,000; ladv aged 57. Solicitors, Messrs, Lumley & Lumley, London. — 

To One-fifth of £982. Also to Four-fifteenths of £183; lady aged 75. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Hawkias & Co., Hitchin. 

To One-sixth of a Fund in Metropolitan Stock and Mostgages, value £5,378; lady 
aged 67 Solicitors, H. Mear, Esq., and G. J. Fowler, Esq., London. 

To One-pinth of a Trust Fund, value £11,308 in Railway Stock, &c.; lady aged 64. 
Solicitors, Mesars. Knocker & Co., Sevenoaks. _ 

To One-Sixth of Freeholds and js. producing £447 per annum; lady 
aged 61. Also to One-eighteenth, producing £490 per annum; lady aged 62. 
Solicitors, wes, Wood, & Ware on. 

To Two One-eighths of Consols and Freeholds, value £4,036; lady aged 54, pro- 
vided Reversioners 88 and 35 survive her, with Policy. a.Policy for 
£500. Solicitor, W. H. Hargrave, Esq., London. 

POLICY for £1,000. Solicitor, Messrs. King, Wigg, & Co . London. ; 
SHARES in Royal Albert Hall. Solicitors, Messrs. Oldfield, Bartram, & Oldfield, 


London, 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 


RESULT OF SALE, 

Messrs. C.C. & T. Moone held their last sale of the present year at the Auction Mart on 
Thursday last, and sold a variety of East End Investments, including property by order 
of the Executor of Mra. Woolf, deceased : Freeholds in Wilkes-street, Spitalfields, £1,310; 
a Freehold House, in Heath-street, with a warehouse in Old Church-road, £710; two 
Freeholds in Stepney Causeway, £1,350; Five Leaseholds in Broomfleld-street, Poplar, 
£980; a Freehold Ground Rent in the rame district, of £11 per annum, £280; several 
Dwelling-houses in Bow wire also sold. The total was £10 460. 








Wuy Pay Renr ?—A Mortgage Policy is offered by the Scorrisu 
Temperance Lire Orrice over approved House Property, repayable by 
half yearly instalments, which may be less than the rent. A great feature 
is that in event of death, the house becomes entirely free for the family. 
Mortgage expenses borne by the Company. Full prospectuses, etc., at 
London Office, 96, Queen-street, Cheagelde—Chove.t 


Waknino To intENpING House Purcuasers AND Lessexs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 


Engin Oo. (H. Oarter, C.E., M ), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
sinter, Bes envied on receipt of full particulars, Kstablished 25 





years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation,” London.—{Avvr.] 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Dee. 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimiTep 1x CHANCERY. 

4. F. Penxtys & Co, Lunrzp — Creditors are required, on or before Jan 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Frederic Cape, 35, Throgmorton st 

Bayxine SynvicaTE, Limrep (1x Liquipation)— Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 18, to send their names and addresses, ane the particulars of their debts and claims, 
to Oscar Dai ton, 10, Old Jewry chmbrs 

Casu Reoister Sypicate, Liurrep—Creditors are requized, on or before Monday, Jan 14, 
to send their names and adcresses, and the par.iculars of their debts or claims, to ‘Alfred 
Steer, 14, Florian rd, Putney 

G. J. Movutten & Co, S caneue Chelios are required, on or be’ore Saturday, 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or cla 
Erpest Pritchard, 71, Colmore row, Birmingham 
field & Blew, 74, Cheapside, solors for petners 

HERBERT Preston & Co, Luutzp—By an order made by Wright, J., dated Nov 14, > was 
ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continu:d. Ward & Co, 
85, Grac:church st, solors for company 

Joszrpx Cusy & fons, LimiTep—Ureditors are required, oa or before Jan 25, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars uf thes debts or claims, to Andrew J. 

Church st, Gibraltar. Travers & Co, 4, {hogmorton avenue, solors for liquidator 

Mount CatHEenine Gotp Minixe Vo, Lumirep Creditors are required, on or before Jan 15, 
to send their names and addresses, and the 2 of their debts and claims, to Henry 
Thomas, 60, Gracecburch st Fiee & W worth, 40, New Broad st, solors 

(New) RainuaM Portianp Cement (0, Limrrep —Creditors ~_ = uired, on or before Jan 
14, to eeud their uames ana addresses, and the particulars debts or claims, to 
heron Philp Goosey, 337, Clajh»m rd. Duftield & Co, 0, New Broad st, solors to 

quidator 

Ranp_z, Percy, & Co, Limirep—By an order made by Wright. J., dated Nov 14, it was 
ordered that the voluntary winding up of the co. mpany be continued. Ashurst urst & Co, 17, 
Throgmorton avenue, solors for petners 

Tatunea GoLp Fistps DeveLopment Co, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before 
oy # 15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Henry Thomss, 60, Gracechurch et. Free & Winckworth, 40, New Broad st, 


yy 


Westratia anD New ZEALanp Go_p ExpPLopErs, een Gee es: required, on 
before Jan 16, to send in their names and adoresses, and the helt dedta 
or claims, to ‘Gilbert Petter, 23, Queen Victoria st. Romer, 4, TSopchall chan rs, solor to 


liquidator 





FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


On races Faiznpiy Socrery, Ifordd Diz House, Lianbedrgoch, Menai Bridge, Anglesey 
ov 


London Gazetie.—Turspay, Dec. 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep um CHancery. 


Carson (New) Synpicatr, Lumrep—Peta for wiading up, presented Dec 3, directed to 
to be heard Dec 19. Crump & Co, 6, Gr-at pe pal estminster. for Archer & Uo. 
Btookton on Tees. solors tor petm:r Notice of appearing must reach the above-named 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 18 
L.W. Rarway Trust, LinitEp—Creditoss are required, on or before Feb 12, to send their 
Dames aod addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to to W. HB. Robson, 
2, Cowper ct, Cornh 
Marainya Union. Limirep—Petn for wining “=. 
on Dec 19. Ingle & Co, Broad st House, New 
sponse must reach the above-named not 
18 
MELBOURNE —— ERY AND age 7 -Petn for winding up, presen’ 
directed to be heard on Dec Deacon & Co, 9, Great Bt Helen's’ colors for petner 
pone A aed must reach the named not later than 6 o’olock in the after- 
noon 0 
Nuneaton Exectraic Co, Liurrep (1x Liquipatiox)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 1, to send their names and a ~ the particulars of their debts or claims, te 
Heary Brock Harris, 1, New Bridge st, Nuneaton 
Rosixs & Co, Limirep (in Liquipatiox)— Creditors are on RB ey on or before Jan 22, tc 
and «ddresses, and th Henry 


presented Dec 7, directed to be heard 
pe eee solors for petner. Notice of 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 


send their nsmes debts or claims, to 
Brown, 13, Victoria st, Ww 
Tom Tit Cycie Co, Limirep—Creditors are sopiet, oa or before Dec 31, to + ae 
’ pames and addsesses, aod the See ee Sidney Howat 
Bosell, Hatherton chmbra, Old oq, Birmingham Everett & Hodgkinson, 124. iene 
lane, solors for liquidator 
= on 
ont Gaime, 6 


West Norwoop Foorsatt Crus Co, Limirzp—Creditors are aoe, 
Jan 15, to eir names and addresses, and particulars of their debts 
Henry Bacon, 20, Bucklersbury 

=e M. Firzuven, LiwiTe—Oreditors are required, on or before Jan 26, to send 

their names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, to Bento y 
Vieira, 8, Old Jewry. Harwood & Stephenson, 31, Lombard st, solors to liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
GarseEttT ProvipEnt Socr«ty, Prince of Wales Inn, Garbett st, Birmingham, Nov 21 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
‘London Gazetie.—Feipay, Dec, 7. 
RECEIVING ORDEBS. 


Fet Nov 16 


Pet Dec4 O 
AvsTERBERRY, JOHN HENRY, a om Inn- 
keeper Waketield PetDec5 Ord De 
BalLey, uy and Joseru FIz.ps owns “Kingston 
w= —y Builders Kingston upon Bull Pet Dec 3 


Baker, A Leicester pl, Leicester sq, Licensed 
ictualer High Court Pet Dec3 Ord Dec3 
Barnes, ARTHUR Avene, Reigate, Butcher Croydon 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 
Bensow, Wittiam Reese inte, ey oy Salop, Boot 


Victualler High Co 
— ~ Bros, Shoreditch, 


Mosety, BenJsamin “ry 
High Court Pet Nov 9 
Nicuotsoy, James. 
Pet Dec 4 


Lewer, Abert Epwarp, |Southwick, Builder Brighton 
Ord Dec 4 
Lu _~ +¥ aaa, Auctioneer Southampton 
Monge. gy mae, ba, Herts, Plumber 
man - orcester 5 
tem, Cenee, Cie, Sat See Shalig Mus. Tnowas, Brixton High Court Pet Nov 19 Ord 
Monk, Hersert Epwarp, Hoxton, Tailor High Sart 
Pet Dec 4 Ora Dec4 ” 
MontT1x, ALBERT Henny, Lower East Smithfield, Licensed 
urt Pet Nov 19 Ord Dec 5 
Builders’ Contractors 
urt Pet Sept 3 Ord Dec5 ‘ 
Ropes st, Surgeon Dentist 11,15 


Baxter, ¥ -y-¥ ¢ Coseanen, Bright et 
Deaier 14 Off Ree, 


Pavilion bite 
— 
Biunt, Witt1am THomas, Leicester, 


on Ben - Leicester, General Agent Dic 
l4at lz 1 ag et Leicester 
Browne, Franx. Shanklin, I wW. stockbroker Dec 17 at 
10 30 Off Rec 19, Quay st, Newport. 1 iW 
Burrows, SamveEt, Likeston, a Saddler Dec 15 at li 
Off Rec, 47, Fulist, Derb 
Catiey, Witttam Hewper, Leeds, Travelling Draper Dec 
17 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Cup, a J, yo B-rks, Architect Dec 18 at 3 
95, le brs, Temple av 
CuIvERTON, nk, Newport, Loft W, a 17 at 
Off Rec, 19, Quay st. Newport, of W 
CruicksHANK JAMES ALEXANDER, aa mag a 
Dec 20 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Care 


High 


Dealer Madeley Pet Nov 24 Urd Dec 5 Ord Dee 4’ East Arbour Solicitor es 18 at 
Busxerr, Jane, and Manoannr Brsustr, Preston, Fancy me © ter Pe } a Oot 7 me Painter es je nme bidgs, 2 . 
rapers Preston et Dec 5 rr erminster vonshire st, Portiand 
Buumentuat. Louis, Liverpool, “ holesale Clothier Liver- — a <- Pn ye Kent Tunbridge Busore, Wastin Bost, > at 12 Lac. bam 
Bo Pool Pet Nov 3i Ord Bheffiel Pagtripcr, WILLIAM, ¢ oe Builder Birmingham Carey st 
vu ara Harry, Bheflield, a effield Pet Dec Pet Deed Ord Dee Evans, Joun, Wakefield, Glass Dealer Dec liatll Off 
r~ 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 


5 
Bien, Apranam, Ambleside, Westmorland, Journeyman 
Saddler _—— Pet Dec5 Ord Déc5 
Journeyman 


re Derby, 
Dec4 Ord Dec 4 

CarLan, Hyman, at. on = ay ene New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 

CaRLisLE, CHARLES ALEXANDRE, Angel et, Contractor 
High Court Pet Oct 17 Ord Dec 

Cuamrion, Wititiam WayLanp, Reading High Court 
Pet Nov 29 Ora Decl 


Piatt, Wittiam James, 


“Be a", 


Burnley Pet Dec4 Ord Dec4 
Ports, E.izaBeTu, oy Norfolk Gt Yarmouth facturers Decliatil Off 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Dec 


Rerce, Wititiam Roseat "ante ay Licensed Appaiser Off Ree, 8, King st, N 
High Court Pet Dec3 Ord J 
Roserts, Epwarp Lewis, Little _ Flints, Coal 18atiz Off 
Merchact “Wrexham Pet 


Pr Ree, 
a : Witisax Ronen, - 4 oe hey ene was, Evays, Jonx, Swansea, Steel Smelter Dec ldat245 Of 
Padiham, Lancs, Labourer Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 


Fareper, Lewis, and Wor Fareper, Leeds, Boot Menu- 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


Gipyey, Rosert, Norwich, Confectioner Deo 15 at 12 
Gray, Francis Jossrpa, Farnham, ne aay = Dee 
24, Railway app. Lond: 
Dec4 Ord Deo 4 Grirritas, Ev - ~~ ur ye gr, peated, 

at 3 


a: >, Ne = Ay istene house Keeper Exeter on, * ~ ee sane SS Bucks, Dec 14 
et Dec 4 c 4 x Northampton o 4 4 @ “Pasontce Freemantle, Southampton, 
Curtis, Witt1Am, Bromley, House Agent Croydon Pet | Rosz, Witt1am, Lowestoft, Coal Hawker Gt Yarmout) cam, 6 — Ree, High 
D He by a aoe Straw Hat Manufacti 8 ees My he and Tom F Kingston ampton ieerany oe cad 
AY, JOSEPH. Slip or Lu’ i, Ww arer | Scorr, Witt1am Harrison ‘om Frawxisn, King + Copthall ct, Stockbroker 
Luton Pet Dec3 Ord l upon Hull, Builders Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec 6 Hoxwes, Crnit ‘ac Carey im Deo 18 ah 18 
Dicxsy, Samust. Sandbach, castes, Grocer Macclesfield Ord Dec 5 Huwrerey, Frawx Eastbourne, Grover Deo 14 at ‘2.30 
D Pt aor Ord Deo, te ‘ail ie om ~ Freperick, Norwich Norwich Pet Dec 3 Ord Off Rec. 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
ICKINSON, ILLIAM ey, ncs, vasser ec 3 
" Gaifued Pet Nov ig, Ord Dec 5 6 Suituixcrorp, Wiuriam, Reading, Mineral Water Manu- | Jonas, — ee ae Hants Dec 17 at 11.30 
1 > ’ ) Pe 1. Ef Furnist 
MMOCK LFRED ARRY Diimock, Toddingt .n, factu:er Reading Pe: Dec 4 Keur, Tuomas. Gre Bridge Dec 17 at 


Hedford, Farmers Luton Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec4 






Dvuxx, ARCHIBALD JosEPH, Paes. Financial Agent High 
Court Pet Oct 26 Ord 

Evays, Jony, yeas, thee , Wakefield Pet 
Dec4 Ord Dec 


Ever. —_ _ cey Goro, Penygraig, Glam, Collier 
Pontypridd Pet Dec4 Ord Decd — 
Paxauavth, Kv EeLyN Joun, Bedford Bedford Pet Nov 22 


Ora 
Featuerstons, Witi1am Arrnur, Melton Mowbray, 
6 a, i we | see ar Pont 18 gy ote 
g--* “- ato nr Pontyprid oa 
ty Rj ga peng 
ag aE. TTO, n, 
Court PetDec5 Ord Deo 5 
Hixcxiy, Haare, Brynmawr, Brecons, General Dealer 
Pet Decd Ord Deo 4 
AMES. Norwood, Hairdressar High Court Pet 
4 Ora Dec4 
Jorrs, Witu1aM. and Ayprew Fiemno Bancrort, Birken- 
head, Builders Birkenhead Pet Dec&S Ord Dec5S 
mur, Tuomas, Gravesend, House Furnisher Rochester 
Dec3 Ord Deo 8 
Kurz, Jaume, Chee, ds Lancs, Journeyman Baker Boltun 


Dec 6 
Kraxnam (Male), So caieesh, Birmingham, Farmer Bir- 
cingiean het No v5 Ord Deo 


e; 
Hoixes, 
Dec 


Tatton, Atrrep, Preston, Draper “im he Pet Dec 5 
Ord Deo 5 


Tit & Moss, Deven, | Meat Contractors High Court 
Pet Nov #8 Ord Dec 

Tucker, J, Calstock, < Builder Plymouth Pet 
Novil7 Ord Dec 8 

Vare Cornevivs Bicnarp, Swensea, Accountant Swa-sea 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 


Waters, Atrrep Epwarp, Landport, Rants, Butcher 
Portsmouth Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 38 
Waree.er, Wittiam, Weymouth, 
Uarpenter Dorcnester Pet Leo 8 
Wuireneap, Grores, Long Eaton, pardee, Auxiliary 
Wiusom, Ona Burlington, Beerhoute Keeper Stockton 
ILSON -") on. use Keeper 
on Tees Pe’ Deed. Dal Des 


J 
7.) > wee 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Avumonrer, Freperio, Tiaae Oenty how BStainer Dec 18 
atll Bankruptcy bidge. Care 
Baxsr, Ricnarp, Leicester ~ AX sq, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Dec 21 at 12 kru bids, — hy = 
Dati Mee Epwaarp, ith 
ati2 1, 8t Aldate’s, Oxford 
Bane, Hrapent, ur —— Scale Cuttre 





zs, Southampton, A’ 
ff Rec i, h st, Southampton 
entente Jouyx Soon Seated Commercial Traveller 
Dec 18 at 10.16 OB Halliley. Mill st, Bedford, 


Mansa, Paraick Wri, Mid 
‘Victualler Dec 0 at 8 Off Ree, 
Middlee 

Mucxiesrox, Taomas, Toddingtoa, 
=== 3 ‘Chamber of Commerce bidgs, Priden 58, Genege 

Nixoy, = Wass Darlington, Brickyard Labourer 
Dec 19 at 3 Off Reo, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Punuep, Govan, Bow Besnd Dec19at2.90 Bankruptey 

Reog, oy Pe Setete Deo 16 at 1230 


Pi Cocnee re ~~ Green, Southall, 
Dee 14 at :'s bidgs. Carey st 


Som, Sietancax, Kingwin upos Sul, Deo 14 at 
seacti, Wintsna Forno, See ee Deo 17 


ats 
Swret, Bee De iL Deo 20 at 12 


Licensed 
Geri 





Deo 1é4at 12 Off Reo, Figtree in, 8h. 


Bankruptcy bidge, Carey st 
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Taesit, WILt1AM, Northum! 
Gardener Dec 14 af 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 


172 "st, : 
. Dec 19 at 38 
Albert rd, 


ddlesborough 
Wess Frepericx CHages, Eesex, — 
Dec 14at12 95, Temple chmbrs, ple av 
Waitt, —- Georce, Queen Victoris st, Civil 
Dec 17 Bankruptcy rides Carey’ st 
Warts. Walres, Yeovil, Confectioner Dec 14 at 1 
Off Rec, Endless st, Salis! 


ry 
Wixs, Witiiam 8.LaTeR, ye Traveller Dec 19 at 11 
Wiis, Evcar Ausert, and Atrrep ALexanper WILL:s, 
Landscape Ph ers Dec 14at 11.30 
74, Newborough, Scarborough 
ADJUDICATIONS. 

ALLEN, Georaz, Bi Fruit Salesman B ham 
Pet Dec 4 Ona Den erie 
AvusTssperey, Jonw Hewnry, Ferrybridge, Yorks, Inn- 

Wi et Des5 Ord Dec 5 


Bariey, Jamzs, and a2 Fretp CHamBEss, ey 
pore Builders Ki upon Hull Pet 3 


8 
Benwett, Jawz,and Marcaret Beyxertt, Preston, Fancy 
ers Preston Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 
Buiacxsvurs, Maser — Se —_ Hotel Proprietres: 
Bovutrer, Harry, Poheicld, iia Sheffield Pet Dec 5 
Ord Dec 5 


Bows, Aprauam, Ambleside, hw ~roTy Journeyman 
Seaddier Kendal Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 

Brocxienurst, Jonx, Tideswell, ag Journeyman 
Plasterer Derby Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 

Cragx, Henry Gzorcs, Upper Faney Goods 
Man: Pet Nov 27 es 


Compes. Janz, Exeter, Lodging House Keeper 

Pet Desé’ Oni Dasa 

Evans, Joun, Wakefield, Glass Dealer Wakefield Pet 
Dec4 Ord Dec 4 


Eve.eicn, Wittiam Grorcr, Penygraig, Glam, Collier 
Pet Dec4 Ord Dec4 
Gairritus, Evan. Hopkinstown, nr Pontypridd, Mason 
Pet Dec 8 


THIRKELL, JAMES, 
Off Ree, 8, 


8 Ord Dec 
Hixcxty, Hargizt, Brynmawr, Breconshire, General 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 
Joxzs, Witt1am, and Axprew Frieminc Bancrorr 
Builders Birkenhead Pet Dec 5 Ord 


Dec 5 

Kezmp, Tuomas, Gravesend, Kent, House Furnisher 
Rochester Pet Dec3 Ord vec3 

Kriex, James, 


, Lancs, Journeyman Baker Bolton 

Pet Dec 5 yy 5 

Lamptovcn, Freperick, 8st Consulting 
Chemist Court 


Marylebone. 
- gy sad oe 3 
Lousy, James, m, Auctioneer utham 
Pet Dec 3 Ord Dec 5 _ 
a, = Mitiicert, Stone, Staffs, Painter Stafford 
Shaia dae ~ aoe Ledb: Herefords, Plumber 
ppox, Joszrpn Ricnarps, ‘um! 
= song mane’ oe Ord Dee & ; 
OLYNEUX, 'ARY ~ Blackpool, Jeweller Preston 
Means Mement Bowsns, Menton, ‘Toller 
osK, Herpert Epwarp h Court 
TétDes Od bet ed 


Nicnorsox, James, Leeds, Tra’ Aucti Leeds 
as ~ velling Auctioneer 


Ovrzam, cong fae &t Martin’s In, Licensed 
ictualler Pet Nov5 Ord Dec5 
Pac Stour Worcester, Painter 


Joux doen te port, 
lerminster Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 
Pace, Witttam Henry, Newington Butts, Trunk Mannu- 
facturer Court Pet Oct15 Ord Dec5 
bridge, Kent Tunbridge Wells 


yxpH4M, Hampton Hill Kingston, 
27 Ord Dec4 
Farmer 


OBERT, Oddington, Glos 
Dee 4 Ord Dee 4 : 
Putarr, Oscar, New Broad st High Court Pet Nov 2 
Ord Dec 5 
Pratr, Wisin Janes. Lanes, Labourer 
Burn Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 


Beece, Wittiam Rosert, Carlton hill, Licensed Appraiser 
High Court Pet Lee3 Ord en's 


Percy, Witt 
Pet A 


Parry, ILLIAM 


Borzets, Eowaep Lewis. Little Overton, Coal 
Merchant Wresham Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 

Bore, Grorcz Cowrey, Stoney Stratford, Bucks, 
Ne ampton PetDec4 Ord Dec 4 

Ross, Wittasm, Low General Carter Gt Yar- 

mouth Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 
Scert, Wittiam Harrison axp Tom Frawxnisu. Kingston 
Hull, Builders ugon Hull Pet 5 


Dec 
ek, esoaen, Norwich Worwich Pet Dee 3 Ord 
Sariuscromp, Wirrtan, s, Renting, Mineral Water Manu- 
ag 


Tattox, aaatea per ‘et 


Vaz, Couwztive Sense, Swanse , Accountant Swansea 
Pet Dee 5 Urd Dec . 


Warens, Atrynep ile Landport, Hants, Butcher 
w pg om Pet Dec bes Dec3 Ord Dec 8 
Hemien, WILLiam, Me a = J man iter 
Dorchester Pet Dees Ord oe ands 


Tare. ey 
Pet Nov 


Warrenzav, Gronce, Eaton, Der A 
Wiis0on, Cuarres, bet Bos Ord Dee ed 
ee Waseen “Geen * Valley Surrey, Coal 
Wooncnart, Tang A toed ii Wiis E Ob tas Bedford 

Pet Oct 26 Ord Dect j 





berland, Market 


RECEIVING ORDER 
PETITION DISMISSED. 


Googe, Wee caste Vit High Court Pet April 16 
Ree Ord June 17, 1898 qAitiad July 2, 1508 Rese, 
soon onl hae Glee 2 


ADJUDICATION ee 
RESCINDED 


London Gazette.—Tuzspay, Dec 11. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Apams, Witt1am Lets, Handsworth, Cycle Pedal Manu- 
facturer m Pet Dec? Ord Dec? 
dacey,, Soenes Harry, Leicester Leicester Pet Dec 6 


6 

Bass, Rosert, Birmingham, Grocer Birmiogham Pet 
Dec? Ord Dec7 

Beatriz, Jonn Rosert, Leeds, Newsagent Leeds Pet 
Dec7 Ord Dec7 

Briecs, Davin, Denholme. nr Halifax, Brush Manufacturer 
Halifax Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 

Brirt.e, Henry, Newport, Mon, Picture Frame Manu- 
facturer Newport, Mon Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 

Byzye, Freperick Josepn, Cardiff, Merchant Cardiff Pet 
Dec7 Ord Dec 


Cuanrtes, Gzonce Wit.1am, Exeter, Cycle Agent Exeter 
Pet Dec? Ord De37 

Criaytoy, Simzon, Ulverston 
Furness Pet Dec7 

Dixyixa, by oy Southwick, Durham, Builder Sunder- 


Des6 Ord poy 6 
Fiztpixnc, Jauzs Woopneap, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet 
N Ord Dec 7 


ov 21 
Faavkuis, Witu1am Veasey, Finsbury sq, Wine 
Merchant Court Pet Nov 15 ‘Ord Des 7 
Frost, Joux Expicotr, Devonport, Journeyman Butcher 
Piymouth Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 
Haase, Sipney, a. Leather Dealer High 


H ag Fa ry atten, 0 Upholsterer Cheltenham 
ARBIS, ENRY, r 
Pet Dec 7 Ord Dec ° 


Hone, ee aan, Bricksetter Preston Pet Dec 8 

| Aaron, Nunney, Somerset Frome Pet Dec 7 

Histep, is. Kent, Licensed Victualler 
* Canterbu: 


ry Pet Nov 20 Ord Dec 6 
Howanp, AnTHus ABRAHAM. Weston su’ =| Mare, House 
Furnisher B Ord Dec 


ridgwater Pet Dec6é 6 
Jounsox, Grorce, Shad Ice Merchant High Uourt 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Dec 


 ~ Danzer, Whitby Stockton on Tees Pet Dec 6 
~-—_-~ a Hewry, Liverpool Liverpool Pet Dec6 Ord 
Mavorm, Jawes, Balham, Merchant Wandsworth Pet Oct 


Morey, Esenezer Joux, Cuartes Wittiam Morey, and 

Freperick Morey, cabinet Makers 

M wn Otery 8 > Bt M De Coal Merchan’ 

opris, WILLIAM, Von, t 
Exeter Pet Dee 7 Dec?” . 


New.in, James, Gomforg, 7. Builder Chelmsford 
Pet Dec? Ord Dec7 

Creasey, Harry Jackson, Leicester, Plumber Leicester 
Ord Dec 6 


t 

Sav —" Wituiam Heyry, Poulton Seacombe, 
Guage, donk Sandiacre, Pet Dec ond Deo 6 
EALES, JOSEPH, » 

Mine ai" , 
Szsior, Epwarp, Bradford, Earthenware Merchant 
. —e a See ag) ot 
ERJEANT, RANCIS EORGE, rompton Grocer High 
8 ea ng ~~ oon “ite 
Hipp, WILLIAM ALFRED ‘0 ii I 

Nov OrdDecs ° d oe 


Sxore, Jouy, -) wee Woolsta Rochdal Ni 
29 Ord Dee 8 Wellness — hs aad 
nesbury, Staffs, B 
, woe = S Ord bee ” ee 
Mira, Wittiam Hewry tterehaw, Bradf rocer 
Bradford Pet Decé’ Ord bese? 
SuitH. Witttam Lipyey, Enfield, Lacs Manufacturer 
ae ae . 19 Gu , 
OCKLEY, THomas Epwarp tter lane, Cheapside, 
Manufacturers Agent Aigh Court Pet Nov17 Ord 
Sreeet, Buiza pe, Worcester, Grocer Birmingham 
Pet Dec 6 ' Ord Dee 6 : 


Sivern, ELLE, 


Suuppes, apr, Ashley, nr Lymington, Build 
wo Pet Dec 6 "ord Dee 6 4 Reed 
AGSTAFYF, ° itcher 

Nov10 OriDecé en ee 


Wa pr] Pe = Norfolk, Carrier King’s 

hele ~ | yay Fulham, Builder HighCourt Pet Nov 13 

weir ara ta mnt oe 

wa tetcapt th Ort Dee on ull, Brick Manu- 

Wuser, Hat’ Bee a apa et Des 8 Tanee 
Pet Dec8 Ord Decs 


Wonstry, Jenwiz, Manchester High Court Pet Oct 3 
urd Nov 18 


Waire, 


FIRST MEETINGS, 
ALLEN, —— Maser, Leicester Dec 18 at 1280 Off 


A J HF Perr bridg», Yorks, Innkeeper 
UsTEeRPERRY, Jonw Henay 2 
Dec 19 at 11 1 a cot 


Baitey, Witiiam, a Weaver Dec 21 at 12.45 





Beatriz, Jons Ronenrr. 
rrrm, sous Bonen. Lead Newsagent Dec 19 at 12 








Bznsow, WILiiaAm coewaenanen 3B yo Balop. ioe 
Dealer Jan2at1.30 County Court Office, 

Bryson, Freperick, Bedford, Corn Factor Dec 18 7 

. Mill st, Bedford 
ILLIAM, , Fish Dealer Dec 21 at 124 
Hotel, Nich at, 

Bovutrsr, Harry, Sheffield. Labourer Dec 18 at 8.30 Of 

Rec, Figtree In, 

Baiaes, Davin, ao nr a, Brush Manufacture 
Dec 18 at3 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Plasterer “Dee 18 at Tideswell. Derbr, Journevmay 


Spee off Ree, 4 st, Derby 
Browstow, W H, Sheffield, Builder Deo 18 at 4 Off Ree, 


—. Jamas, Birmingham, Tea Merchant Dec 20 a 
‘4, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Caras, owas 
atl Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 
ey Cae ALEXANDRE, Angel ct, 
Dec 20 at 12 iptcy bldgs, 
Cuampion, co. WayLanp, Reading Dec 21 at 2% 


bldgs, 
Curry, Epwarp Jouy, — Dee 18 af 12.30 & 
Railway ig te London Bri 
Comnes, Janz, Sxeter, Todgiog house Sager Dec at 
Cc Lg ; if Bes yy Dorset, Wholess 
00 EDERICK HERBERT, - 
antec ioner Dec 18 at 12.30 Off Rec, Endless 
is! 
Oneaser. Hh Harry Jackson, i. Plumber Dec 18a 
8 ’ 
Omen Wii, B Kent, House Agent Dec 2at 
12° 24, een Tonk Bridge 
me Lewis, Birmingham, General Dealer Dec 21 at ll 
174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
| Samve.t, Sandbach, Cheshire, Grocer Dec 18st 
Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 
mu... 2, Witiiam, Peel Eccles, Lanvs, Coal 
pa Dec 19 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom ot, te 
ester 
Drakz, —_o Warwick, Baker Dec 18 at 12 Of 
7, Hertford st, Coventry 
me, gh Howagp, Birmingham, Clothier Des 
20at11 174, Corporation st Birmingham 
Epwanxps, Epwarp, Gwersyllt, nr Wrexham, Publican De 
ory, Wrexham 


Buakey, 


18at11.15 The Pri 
Govutsox, Joszsrm, and Wares Govutsox, Grantham, 
Dec 18 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park 


st, Not:ingham 

Gutizy, Ernest J M, Clapham Dec 19 at 230 &% 
Railway app, London Bridge 

Hakrzis, Heney, ote one Upholsterer Dec 20 at 3.4 
County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Hey mee Aveustus 704 J = —— ~ eee Dec 8 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bid 

Hotes, James, Gipsy er _ he , Pe Dec 19 
ati2 Bankru; bldgs, Carey st 

Homes, Joux, Birmingham Dec 18 at 11 174, Corpor 
tion st, Birmingham 

Jou, Davin, Legion, Denbigh, Farmer Dec 19 

12.1 i Oe ead Hotel, Liaorwst 

Pa. Wit id Kent rd Deci8at12 Bankruptey 

bldgs, Carey at 


or Janne, Coestey Lancs, Journeyman Baker Dec 19 
at3 Off Rec, Exchange st, Bolton 

mG. Aupgat Epwanp, Southwick, Sussex, Builde 
Dec 19 at 3 Off Rec, Pavilion ‘4 Brighton 

Lipzey, Horace and Joun aan ham, B Builders 
Dec 21 at 12 174, Corporation st, yao 

Mappox, Josern Ricuarp, Ledbury, Hereford, Plumber 
Dec 19 at 11.30 46, Co st, Worcester 

Miuus, Tuomas, Brixton 19at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 

st 


Mowx, Herrert Epwarp, Hoxton, Tailor Dec 19 at 29 
db Carey st 


ys 
Morais, Bros, eat Eastern st, Shoreditch, Builderd’ 
Sides mtractors Dec 19 at 2.30 Off Rec, Bankruptey 


st 
Monnsa,’ Wituam, Ottery ‘St Mary, Devon, Coal Mer- 
Dec 20 at 1090 13, sedfori cir, Exeter 
Russo, Ps er Ecclesfield, Yorks, Builder Dec 18 at 3 
Figtree lane. Sheffield 
a ba ogtute Leeds, Travelling Austioneer Dec 19 
atil Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


Pannyirer, Geoncr, Edenb Kent Dec 20 at 123) 
. Railway app. London 
Paanson, James ALLEN, Matley, Cheshire, Farmer Dec 19 
at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Peney, Wittiam Ropexrt, Oddington. Glos, Farmer Deo 
20 at 8 County Court bidgs, Uheltenham 


Roserts, Epwarp Lewis, Little Cupten Flints, Coal 
Merchant Dec}l8 at 11.30 The Priory, Wrexham 


Sanvens, Jouw, Liskeard, Cornwall, Market Gardener 
Dec 19 at 10.80 6, Athenwum terr, Plymouth 
Guanes, Joseru, Sandiacre, Derby, Coal Dealer Dec 18 at 
Off Rec, 47, Full st, Der 
ec 18 at 8 Off Reo, 6, 


Sr Rd, eg ee Norwich 
King st. Norwich 
Sxyior, DWARD, Bradford. Earthenware Merchant Dee 
. dig * Off sede eeracks Balk —, estan 
1xTon, WILLIAM, | "Sr York, Builder 2 
Black Bull H 
Surrn. WiritaM ee Bradford, Grocer Dec 20 at 19 
8 Of Hs, Si. Maney sve, Beadient ton, Builder Deo 8! 
wuppDEN, Henry, ey, nr D uilder 
at 3.15 Off Rec, 172, "High at, Southampton 


Tats,’Antuurn L, Sutton, Surrey, puree on Dec Wa 
1180 24, Railway Med, Butchers 





Tir. & Moss Deen at 11 Bank- 
Tucked, Hingston Hingston Cornwall, Builder Deo 19 at 


Warnes, & fog Epwanp, Landport, Han’ 
Dec 18 at 8 Off Rec, Cambridge — High ign 












Davis, Lzw1 
Pet Nov 
Dicken, Sam 
Pet Nov 
"Dicxrnsoy, | 
vasser | 
Dnonxc, W 
land P 


—— 
——_—_ 


SEH EUS || 2 


Fee 


gS 
a 


i. 


Q| 


: 
a4 


Fei? 








a 












>[Q00, 


Salop. Boot 
c 18 atioy 
} 21 at 1a 


at 3.30 Og 
fi 
i 
surnevmag 
1 st, 
On ke 
Dec 20 at 
er Deol 
Jon tractor 
1 at 2% 
12.30 % 
Dec 20 a 


Wholesale 
ndless st, 


Dec 18 at 
Dec 2 at 
C 21 atl! 
mee 18 at 
tS Mae 
12 Of 
r Des 


an Deo 
ntham, 
il, Park 
50M, 
at 8.45 


Dec 18 
Dec 19 


Jec 19 
ruptey 
Deo 19 
uilder 


“SstrpeeheE Fes 


* 





_lUc 
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Wsesrer, Gronct Beanstey, Birmingham. Builder 
Dec 19 at 11 174, Corporation st, Bi ham 

WarreneaD, Geouile Long _ Derbys 18 at 11.30 

oes, CHARLES, Desiingten, Beerhouse keeper Dec 19 
at3 Off Rec, ¢, Albert rd, Middlesboroug’ 


Amended notice substituted for that published 
in the London Gazette of Dec 7 : 


Mocetestox. Tomas, Toddingtom, Bedford, Builder 
gh oh, . t3 Chamber of Commerce bidgs, 53, George 
st, Li 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aus, GrorcE Harry, Leicester Leicester Pet Dec 6 
d Dec 6 


ioe, Caries, Birkdale, Lancs, Joiner Liverpool 
Ord Dec 6 


Pet Nov 8 
Asrox, Heasert Henry, Middlesborough, Brush 
Manufacturer Middlesborough Pet Nov 16 Ord 
Dec 6 


Beatriz, Joun Rosert, Leeds, Newsagent Leeds Pet 
Dec7 Ord Dec7 
Batees, Davin, My =p, te Brush Manufacturer 


Halif fax Pet 
Mon, Frame Manufacturer 


Burtt, Henry, Newport, 
Newport, Mon Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 


Cartey, Witt1am Hewopey, Leeds, Travelling Draper 
Leeds Pet Nov6 Ord Dec5 vi 

Caantes, Grorce Wit.iam, Exeter, Cycle Agent Exeter 
Pet Dec? Ord Dec 


7 
CiayTon, Simeon, Ulverston, Labourer Barrow in Furness 
Pet Dec? Ord Dec8 
ae ot Maney 2 Jackson, Leicester, Plumber Leicester 
et Dec 6. Ord Dec 6 


any James Brapsnaw, Wigston - Lei 
Cycle Mechanic Leicester Pet Nov28 Ord Dec5 

Davis, Lewis, Birmingham, General Draper Birmingham 
Pet Novi4 Ord 7 

Dicken, SAMUEL, ee Chester, Grocer Macclesfield 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Dec 

Dicxrysox, WILLIAM, Peal Green, Eccles, eam, Coal Can- 
vasser Salford Pet Nov 13 Ord Dec 

Doonxc, Wit114m, Southwick, Durham, Builder Sunder- 

land Pet Decé Ord Dec 6 





Frost, Joux Expicorr, Devon 
P uth Dec7 Ord 


Howarp, ARTHUR 
Farnish Bri 


Letsom, Caristian Lupwic Encotr, 


Morzis, Witt14m, Ottery S 
Exeter 


Senior, a gg 
Bradford Pet Dec 
3 Francis oni, Brompton rd, Grocer 


SyuppEn, Heyry, Te ty 
ampton Pet Dec 


jroeneeaes Butcher 
‘lymo 


a 2 Cheltenham, Uphilsterer Cheltenham 


Ord Dec 7 


Hass, Ricuano, Preston, * pricksetter Preston Pet Dec8 
Hittrer Aarox, Nuaney, Somerset Frome Pet Dec 7 
Ord Dec 7 


aor Weston super Mare, House 


er Pet Dec 6 Ord Decé 


Jowett, DanrEt, wane Stockton on Tees Pet Dec 6 


Ord Dec 6 


Karmet, Morgpant, Nottingham Nottingham Ord Dec 6 

Leary, Joun Hewry, Liverpool 
Ord Dec 6 F 

Levi, Exvest, and Pamir Asranams, Redcrow st, Ware- 


Liverpool Pet Dec 6 


High Court Pet Nov? Ord Des8 
Brixton, Commercial 
Traveller High Court Pet Aug 380 Ord Dec5 


housemen 


Morey, Esenezer Joun, CHARLES wee Moorey, 
Makers 


and Freperick Moorry, Brighton, C. 
ton Pet Dec6é og ha 

fms g , lr Coal Merchant 

Pet Dee? Ord Dec 7 


Mosevey, Harry Bens amin, Soaiogs, Dentist’s Assistant 
Hastings 


Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 29 


Newuix, James, Romford, Essex, Builder Chelmsford 
Pet Dec 


7 Ord Dec 7 


PaRTRIDGE, Pag te Birmingham, Builder Birmingham 


Pet Dec 4 


Rronarps, Jonn H, aye, Baker Neath and Aberavon 


Pet Nov8 Ord Dec 


me ~ ; JosEPH, Borrowash, Derbys, Coa) Dealer Derby 


Decé6 Ord Dec6é 

wk Earthenware Merchant 
Ord Dec 5 

High 


Pet Lec8 Ord Dec 


Surra, Witt1am Henny, Buttershaw, Bradford, Grocer 
B Ord Dec 6 


radford Pet Dec 6 . South 
ymington, Builder South- 
Ord Dee 6 


Sweet, Henry ooh, em, Clement’s In High 


Court Pet Nov8 Ord Dec 





Tucker, J. Magione Doves, Cornwall, Builder Plymouth 


Pet Nov Ord Des 8 

Vaux, aes Earlswood, Warwick, Builder Birming- 
ham Pet Nov19 Ord Decé 

betas —— Fiocham, Norfolk, Carrier King’s 
Lynn Pet Dec6 Ord Decé 


Wuirtraeap, Suny, Eee Hull, Brick Manufac- 
tarer Kingston on Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 

Wittry, Hexry, South Wigston, Leicester Leicester 
Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 








All letters intended for publication in the 
‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, i wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxrorrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s.; by Post, 28s Volumes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 








COMPANIES ACT, i900. 





THE FORMS 


(Published with the Authority of the Registrar) 


WILL BE OBTAINABLE FROM 


WATERLOW BROTHERS & LAYTON, Ltd, 
On and after WEDNESDAY NEXT (19th). 


FPrice is. 


ed. a Dozexz.. 


REGISTER OF DIRECTORS or MANAGERS, and all other Companies Books kept in Stock. 


CATALOGUE SENT ON APPLICATION. 





WATERLOW 


BROTHERS & LAYTON, Ltd., 


24 and 25, 


Birchin Lane, London, E.C. 








ITY OF SHEFFIELD.—LOANS.—The 
Corporation of Sheffield are engaged in very con- 
siderable extensions of their Tramway System (Electric), 
Electric Light and Power Undertaking, and Waterworks 
and Reservoirs, each one of the undertakings being re- 
Muverative, yielding profit after bearing all interest and 
Sinking Fund charges The Corporation are also eng 
in a scheme of Street Improvements, demolition in in- 
Sanitary areas, erection of workmen’s dwellings 
thereon. Capital for these purposes is required, and the 
tion are prepared to receive offers o Loans of £100 
and upwards on a eoountiy of the revenues of one or other 
of the watertakiags, and of the District Rate, or on the | 
District Rate solely, for periods not exceeding two seam, 
fea ch to six months’ notice, Mortgages bein ng paps 
et —_ payable half-yearly, ist and | 
ffers to be addre to the Ciry 
acieene AND Browraas, Town Hall, Sheffield. | 


__ 


(itr OF MANCHESTER. — LOANS. | 





+ . The tion are prepared to Receive Offers of Loans | 
toa limited amount in sums of £100 and upwards, on the 
security of So City Rates, pA three or more years (not 

), at £3 Be. 
Communi Seaton owe be. * enw to the Ciry 
esovenn 4 Town | Hall 


Me HENRY Tal TAL BOT, Town Clerk, 


ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.B., 
NEEDS HELP. 
J. @. “WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 





AW. — Wanted, for Suburban London 
Solicitor’s Office, an Experienced Costs and Entries 





Clerk ; also Conve and General i with know- 
ledge of Bhortl in each case.—. by letter im Best 
L. L. ge ees’ RF. White & Gon, General Adver- 
tising ’ Agents, 38, Fleet-street, E.C. 
— 22; admitted) Desires 
sont a ee Manchester ) Opens; 
apd —Apply, * Solicitors’ Journal 


2 
ee, a, Conneery-lane lane, W o. 
LAW, o COURTS (within a minute of). Se 

Let, a quiet Ground Floor of 5 good 
£160 per anoum.—For 
Co.tiisr, Auctioneer, 49, 


good roooms ; 
lars Fi to Hews a. 





MADAME AUBERT Introduces Daily and 
Resident English and Governesses, 


Professora, Chaperons, | 
Housekeepers for British L. 
Africa, America, Asia, ous 

tional Homes ed.—141, bene W. 


QOLICITORS, MORTGAGEES, and Others. 
—M Dave fag Ry an orn oni London, is always 
Prepared with ose" Eaadon se of _ 


pe, aie state of rapa of ponition inl 


Lady | 





EDE AND SON, 


Maligh wos 


BY papers ceed 


To Her sia Banc, Corporation cretion of Lond he Whole of 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


the 








Others 
position. House, Laurence Pountney- 
he EC To be Let, in this Handsome New 
now operas Fo with use of 
t> Mes. Joxns, Laxe, 
eet Ot eameek, Chega, B.C. 
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INCORPORATED 


Crassrs for Final Students are held at the Hall of the Society on four 
afterncons each week during the following periods: August to January ; 
Janvary to June. : ' 

There periods afford five months’ class preparatiou, and students are 
advised to subscribe for a full course otherwise the work must necessarily 
be hurried. : 

Students may join the classes either before or after the Intermediate 
Examination without subscribing to the course of Postal instruction, but it 
is reccmmended that they shou!d avail themselves of both modes of in- 

ruction. 

m se to either Class or Postal instruction have the opportunity of 
consulting the Tutors upon the work of the course in personal interview or 
by letter at any time. 2 ; 

To thoee Clerks who are articled at a distance from large towns systematic 
instruction with advice and help is given, and a course of preparation 
through the post bas been devised, and is found to be useful where personal 
tuition is impracticable. : . 

Class instruction is also provided on the selected portions of Stephen’s 
Commentaries and the subjects above named, and it is recommended that the 
classes should be joined after the expiration of a course of Postal instruction. 
dtudents can join the classes at any time, the fees being proportionate to the 
length of attendance, except that no fee shall be less than that for a three 
mcnths’ course. ; 

Rocms are provided where subscribers may study, and books are supplied 
without extra charge. 

Feriodical test examinations are held by the Tutors. , 

‘] he Classes for Intermediate Students are held in the Hall of the Society 
on three afternoons in each week during the following periods: August to 
November ; October to January ; January to April; March to June. 

Subscribers may subscribe for successive classes. ; 

Books can be obtained from Messrs. Stevens & Sons, or other law lending 
library, for an annual subscription of a guinea and a-half to cover the course 
of work for the Final Examination, and Stephen’s Commentaries can be 
supplied to either Class of Postal Subscribers, at an annual subscription 
of one guinea, on application to the Tutor, Dr. West. 

In the case of students who have not passed the Intermediate Examination 
the Postal instruction is by means of monthly papers, and deals with the 
relected portions ot Stephen’s Commentaries. ; oa 

kor those who have passed the Intermediate Examination instruction is 


CLASSES AND TUITION FOR ARTICLED CLERKS. 
TUTORS. 


J. CantRR Harrison, 30, Bedford-row, W.0.—Equity, Conveyancing, Common Law, and Bankruptcy. 
Lroxarn H. Weer, L1.D., Birkbeck Bank-chambers, Chancery-lane, W.C.—Criminal and Magisterial Law ; Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty ; 
Ecclesiastical Law. Stephen’s Commentaries. 








LAW SOoOciIiET 
























afforded by fortnightly papers, and embraces the following anbjects: Equi 
Conveyancing, Common Law, Bankruptcy, Criminal and Magisterial 
Probate, Divorce, Admiralty, and Ecclesiastical Law. 

These papers both before and after the Intermediate Examinations 
varied each year, so that students who may subscribe for more than 
year’s tuition receive additional assistance. 

These courses may be commenced at any time, but the Tutors recom 
that the Intermediate course should be commenced at an early stage of 
Articles, and the Final course soon after the Intermediate Examination 
been passed. 

The results obtained have been satisfactory. Many pupils have ob 
honours, and the percentage of passes is a high one, exceeding 85 per 
of between three and four hundred pupils who last presented themselves 
examination. It has a on several occasions that all Class py 


have been successful, and the same has occurred in the case of subscribers 
the Correspondence Courses. 
TERMS. 
FINAL. 
Class Instruction, 5 months... ‘an oe ‘as aon . £9 9 
‘s ~ after previous Postal Instruction... 7 
a pa 4 months sie ae sax oe 8 H 
a Ms after previous Postal Instruction .. 8 6 
we ° 8 months — eee 77 
se Me after previous Postal Instruction... 5 6 
Postal Instruction, 2 years... eo? aie se ove 8 8 
PS - 1 year ... ove one one oon 6d 
INTERMEDIATE. 
Class Instruction, 6 months cn waa er sue £77 
om me after previous Postal Instruction... 5 6 
a 4 8 months Sy, tat a aad 44 
eS a after previous Postal Instruction... ...0 9... ss 33 
Postal Instruction, 2 years .., cae ae aie <n ion ues “9 66 
e) os 12 months... ei. ces a4 


Articled Clerks may attend the Lectures and Ciasses given or held in connection 
the Inns of Court, under the direction of the Council of al Education, upon pay: 
of half the fees payable by other persons not being members of an Inn of Vour 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society havi ger with the Council of Legal a 
tion for payment of the remainder. Articled Clerks will also be admitted to the vwa 

inations at the end of each Term. 
_ _Articled Clerks may obtain particul of such Lect and Classes, and vouchers 
Tickets, upon application to the Szorerary of the Incorporated Law Society. 


Cheques and Post Office Orders should be made payable to the Szonsras 
and crossed ‘‘ Messrs. Barctay & Oo., Limrrep.’’ 
Law Society’s Hall. Chancery-lane. Juno, 1898. 

















REEVES & TURNER, | 19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898 


=~ 









































ESTABLISHED 1835, OAPITAL, £500,000, 


Beversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 2. 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or ° 


Interest on Loans may be Capitalized, 


C. H. CLAYTON,; Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, | Secretaries. 





The Society has moved from 17 Arms-yi to | 
00, COLEMAN BTHERT® Be | Secon 


LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. | ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 


tte ESTABLISHED 1881. 

EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY BIRKBECK BANK 

INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. | gouthampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C.° ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. CURRENT ACCOUNTS. , venil 

on the minimum monthly balances, ¢ *| PRINTERS, 
when rot drawn below £100, ° 
npg asa se DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. PasuiamEentany Bits, Minutes or Evipewos, Booxs oF 
23 ©! on Deposits, repayable on demand. 2} | Rurerence, STATEMENTS OF CLaim, Axswens, &0., &0. 
°o ° 


STOOKS AND SHARES. 


Interests in Real and Personal Telegraphic Address: ‘* Braxseox, Lonpow.” 


Ade 
aN 
Oy, 









Libraries Valued or Purchased, | CHAIRMAN : ad oS 
A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-books | §i2 HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, Bazr., 
always on Sale. 2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.C. Every requisite wate € b= peed Acts supplied on tht 
. c —_- | Re oe testa notice. 
| - —s & CARBY STREET. | _ Prompt and Liberal Advances to Purchase, Build, or 
é Improve Freehold, Leasehold, or Copyhold Property. The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immedish 
ANTED, No. 47 of Vol. XLVI. of the terest for Loans Beduced to 4¢ per Cent. use. 
Weekly Keporter, with Statutes, dated September | Preference Shares £10 each; Interest 44 per Cent. SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, CHEQ 
2th. 1895; 6d. per copy’ will be paid for same at the Office, | Deposits received at 3, 3$, and 4 per Cent. Sn capeeres eat peatel. CUSEEALSEERS 
27, Chancery-lane, W.C | Prospectus free of executed. : a a 
ae Sa a ii | _________ FREDERICK LONG, Manager. Solicitors’ A t Books 
\ENERAL REVERSIONARY AND | ee eae See arene. ae Se a 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, |THE IMPERIAL unsvrance company 
No. 2% PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. | FIRE RICHARD FLINT & CGO. 
(Bexoven rzom 6 WHITEHALL.) LIMITED. . ’ 
Established 1836, and further empowered by Special Act of | Established 1803, Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
Parliament, 14 & 15 Vict. c, 130. | 1, Old Broad-street, E.C., 22, Pall Mall, 8.W., and 47, | 49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (come 
Share and Debenture Capital .; ... £647,970. | Chancery-lane, W.C. of Serjeants’-inn). 
Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on | Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 
keversions made either at annual interest or for deferred Total Funds over £1,500,000. PRICE FIVE SHILLINGS. 
on. Policies Purchased. " E. COZENS SMITH, General Manager. A PRACTICAL HANDBOOK to the COMPANIES ACTA 


By Francis J.Gnreen, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Lav, 





LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


eee : 5s a Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. NEWSPAPERS, 
THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, | Amd all General and Commercial Work 
| Lim post-free. FRAN 
: (Estastisuzsp 1828), Telephone No. 6 pares RAVENSCROFT, Manager. Every desoription of Printing. 





Rev 
P , ° ‘ “2 C ’ Na 
Advance Money upon these Securities ©" “4 r7OOLOGICAL SOCIETY'S GARDENS, | Printers of 7Hx SOLIOITORS JOURNAL agp 


t's Park, are now OPEN DAILY (excep 
aid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,225. _Bandaye) from 9 acm: unt unset. ‘Admission is. “Mone 


a rear NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDON, £0 













FuNI 
YEAR 


BEERETFE OE? 





